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ABSTRACT

Relationship Among Servant-Leadership, Altruism and Social Performance: A Study of
American Presidents

Louise Tourigny, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 2001

This dissertation addresses the moral issues surrounding the phenomenon of
leadership. It is about the servant-leadership role of American presidents in solving
problems, making decisions, responding to constituents’ needs, and handling domestic
and foreign policy. It examines the relationships among American presidential servant-
leadership behaviors, personality characteristics, and performance. It concentrates on the
ethical dimensions of leadership such as principle-guided actions, and vision
inclusiveness. The American Presidential Management Inventory and American
Presidential Performance Effectiveness were developed to measure servant-leadership
managerial practices of American presidents and social performance. Statistical tests
reveal that servant-leadership is a multidimensional concept that reflects ethical
leadership practices. It was found that servant-leadership has a positive effect on
presidential social performance. Results indicate that servant-leadership is determined by
the personality characteristics of presidents. Furthermore, statistical results indicate that
presidential personality characteristics interact in predicting performance effectiveness.
The implications of the current study for leadership research and managerial practices are

discussed. Avenues for future research are offered.
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Chapter One
Conceptual and Theoretical Overview

Introduction

Studies in leadership in the eighties and nineties focused on leaders’ transforming
effects on organizations and societies (e.g., Bass, 1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1987; House,
Spangler, & Woycke, 1991). Researchers concentrated on leaders’ effectiveness in achieving
results, and increasing followers’ motivation to work toward organizational goals. The study
of charismatic or transformational leadership was seen by researchers as a means to
understand how leaders change the status quo, and provoke major changes in their
environment.

In the nineties, some scholars started to raise important concerns with respect to the
nature of charismatic or transformational leadership practices. For example, Keeley (1995)
raised ethical concemns pertaining to the treatment of non-followers by charismatic leaders
and their followers, and the dangers of charismatic leaders’ decisions for democratic
societies. Researchers identified ethical dimensions of leadership (e.g., Kanungo &
Mendonca, 1996), and focused on how the personality of leaders determines their tendency
to act in an ethical manner (e.g., House & Howell, 1992). However, researchers who studied
the leadership styles of American presidents mainly focused on charismatic leadership and
presidential effectiveness (e.g., Deluga, 1997; House et al., 1991). The nature of charismatic
leadership was not investigated, and the moral issues pertaining to presidential decisions and
actions were not addressed.

American presidents are at the head of one of the most complex administrations in
the world. Their decisions and actions have widespread consequences for American citizens

1



and foreign countries. The manner in which presidents handle crises, make decisions and
respond to others’ needs yields important consequences for constituents.

On September 11, 2001 the World Trade Center and Pentagon were attacked by
groups of terrorists. President Bush had to make decisions under high pressure on the basis
of incomplete information. The manner in which he will handle the current crisis in the next
months will have important consequences for many constituents. This crisis raises important
ethical issues pertaining to the means that will be utilized to respond to the terrorists. As
illustrated by the current situation, presidential decision-making in a situation of crisis is
complex, and cannot be analyzed regardless of moral issues. Studies of presidential
leadership styles should incorporate ethical dimensions of leadership that are aimed at
understanding how presidents serve the nation and make decisions that yield positive
consequences for constituents.

This dissertation addresses the moral issues surrounding the phenomenon of
leadership. It is about the servant-leadership role of American presidents in solving
problems, making decisions, responding to constituents’ needs and interests, and handling
domestic and foreign policy. It views this servant-leadership role primarily in terms of
managerial practices that are used by presidents to carry out their duties. Drawing on
management, social psychology, philosophy and political science, the concept of servant-
leadership is developed, and studied in relation to its antecedents and consequences. The
present research examines the relationships among American presidential servant-leadership
behaviors, personality characteristics, and performance. It concentrates on the development
of leadership related concepts that incorporate ethical dimensions of leadership.

Servant-leadership refers to the extent to which leaders integrate various
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constituents ' needs, interests and ideologies in the visionary process, articulate a vision
based on absolute values, and follow democratic principles of governance in carrying out
their duties.

The concept of servant-leadership extends the scope of leadership actions and
outcomes in that it includes various constituents rather than followers only, and moves from
an attributional approach, which is based on followers’ perceptions, to an external observer
approach in assessing presidential behaviors. As for transformational or charismatic
leadership, servant-leadership concentrates on presidents’ visions and transforming effects
on societies. However, it takes a deontological perspective in analyzing presidential
decisions and actions. Critics (e.g., Keeley, 1995) perceive the concept of transformational or
charismatic leadership as antidemocratic (Bass, 1998). Among the criticisms often cited were
the fact that leaders make followers depend on them for solutions to solve their problems,
and are extremely directive in the manner in which they make a decision (e.g., Kanungo &
Mendonca, 1996; Keeley, 1995). Furthermore, transformational or charismatic leaders might
implement decisions that are aimed at destroying democratic systems of governance. The
concept of servant-leadership is developed in an attempt to address the limitations of
transformational or charismatic leadership. It is grounded in the democratic principles of
governance. Consequently, its applicability is restricted to democratic societies.

This study will assess whether servant-leadership is an effective leadership style. In
the current research, leadership effectiveness refers to the consequences of presidential
decisions and actions for constituents. The performance of American presidents will be
assessed based on measures of social performance that reflect the extent to which
presidential decisions and actions yield positive consequences for constituents. Social
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performance should also be reflected in the effectiveness of presidential domestic and
foreign policy.

In brief, this research focuses on two major objectives: (1) identifying presidential
servant-leadership behaviors that reflect ethical leadership practices, and (2) analyzing
servant-leadership outcomes for constituents. Furthermore, an attempt will be made to
identify presidential personality characteristics that are related to presidential servant-
leadership behaviors and performance. Finally, structural constraints will be studied to assess
the extent to which they have an effect on servant-leadership behaviors.

Given the population investigated in this dissertation, the masculine is used in the

text. However, the concept of servant-leadership is applicable to both men and women.

Organization of the dissertation

This dissertation is organized in six parts. First, it presents a typology of
philosophical assumptions that guide research in leadership. It reviews major approaches for
studying charismatic leadership, and addresses the limitations of these approaches from a
Moralist ethics’ point of view. Third, it presents the explicit assumptions sustaining the
conceptualization of servant-leadership. It explains the differences between charismatic
leadership and servant-leadership, and presents the ethical dimensions of servant-leadership.
This leadership theory is developed with reference to the role of public servant and is applied
to American presidents. Fourth, it presents personality characteristics that are associated with
servant-leadership behaviors. Fifth, it introduces specific working hypotheses among
servant-leadership related concepts and situational constraints. It presents the consequences
of servant-leadership for constituents. Finally, it explains how variables are measured and
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statistical tests conducted, in order to verify the hypotheses. It includes detailed statistical

results and provides interpretations that are aimed at refining future theoretical development.

Theoretical and conceptual foundations of servant-leadership

The conceptualization of servant-leadership is compared with charismatic or
transformational leadership. It is an attempt to incorporate ethical dimensions of leadership
into the definition of leadership-related concepts that reflect democratic principles of
governance. The approach used to conceptualize servant-leadership differs from the
attributional, motivational, and psychoanalytic approaches that currently orient research on
charismatic leadership. These approaches are based on philosophical assumptions that
circumscribe the study of charismatic leadership. A two-dimensional typology is suggested
to present the philosophical assumptions researchers make in analyzing leadership influence.
This typology serves as an organizing tool for positioning servant-leadership and charismatic
leadership along explanatory dimensions that reflect assumptions concerning the nature of

leadership influence.

Typology of philosophical assumptions of leadership approaches

There are two dimensions yielding four quadrants, each of which explains a different
basis for analyzing leaders. The first axis pertains to the premise that a leader’s action is
purposeful and oriented toward the accomplishment of some objectives that might impact on
others. Depending on a leader’s intention, the purpose of his actions might be constructive or
destructive. O'Connor, Mumford, Clifton, Gessner and Connelly (1995) propose a distinction
between destructiveness and constructiveness, which reflects a disjunction in researchers
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focus in studying leadership outcomes. Most researchers (e.g., Conger & Kanungo, 1987;
House, 1977) focus on constructive outcomes, such as organizational effectiveness, in
analyzing leader behaviors.

The second dimension is based on researchers’ assumptions concerning the inner
motives of a leader (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996). This second axis presents two poles: self-
interest and disinterest. Self-interest refers to a leader’s satisfaction of his own personal needs
and interests.

Servant-leadership reflects a leader’s concern with the welfare of others. Servant-
leaders are moral agents whose vision articulation and choices reflect a moral concern for
others. Disinterest might reflect selflessness because a leader works toward the realization of
others’ ends, in which case he seeks benefits for others regardless of the consequences for
himself. However, a leader might act in an irrational manner, and engage in self-destruction
and in the destruction of others. Such a leader is not concerned with uplifting others but,
rather, acts in an irrational manner which can be confused with selflessness. The two-
dimensional typology presented in figure 1 presents four quadrants.

The first quadrant corresponds to destructiveness and seif-interest. The influence
style that would best describe this orientation is the authoritarian dominator style. The
ultimate goal of the authoritarian dominator leader is to keep power and use all means that
are necessary for doing so. This perspective is grounded in Machiavelli's realpolitik. This
"realist view argues that leaders cannot afford ethics in a world of serious responsibilities,
powerful institutions, and committed adversaries” (Dobel, 1998: 75).

The second quadrant corresponds to destructiveness and irrational motives with
regard to one’s self. Researchers focus on the study of leader irrational behavior. Their
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studies are based on Freud's psychoanalytical approach (e.g., Kets de Vries, 1988; 1989;
Kets de Vries and Miller, 1985; Lindholm, 1990). The study of leader irrational behavior and
destructive orientation is grounded in Nietzsche's "acclamation of the great leader as a
revelation of primal irrational vitality” (Lindholm, 1990: 20). The study of destructiveness is
based on the assumptions that (1) leaders manifest their emotional intensity, (2) the force of
passions is truly all that matters, and (3) the great men represent "individualism's final
attempt to escape from its own consequences” (MacIntyre, 1981: 241). Thus, the
Nietzschean notion of great men is opposed to "interest” and "utility function” (Lindholm,
1990: 21). Researchers’ objectives are to interpret leaders’ self-destructive actions and give
retrospective accounts of leaders’ irrational behavior using case studies.

The third quadrant corresponds to constructiveness and self-interest. It includes both
the attributional and motivational approaches. The influence style that is representative of
this quadrant is the charismatic or transformational leadership concept. The philosophical
basis underlying this perspective is Utilitarianism (Bentham, John Stuart Mill, Adam Smith).
This theory of ethics states that happiness forms the utilitarian standard of what is right in
one's conduct. Thus, the satisfaction of one's personal interests becomes one's moral
obligation. The common good is attained through the satisfaction of people's mutual
interests. The motivation underlying a leader’s behavior is to satisfy followers’ needs in order
to obtain personal benefits. Although the philosophical foundations of Utilitarianism were
associated with transactional leadership (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999), I would like to stress
that research on charismatic and transformational leadership was subordinated to
Utilitarianism in the analysis of the consequences of a leader’s actions.

The last quadrant corresponds to constructiveness and moral altruism. That is where [
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classify servant-leadership. The philosophical basis for studying this concept is Moralist
ethics (Kant, Aristotle). The concept of servant-leadership highlights the split between
Utilitarianism and Moralist ethics. Although the conceptualization of servant-leadership
concentrates on rational actions, it is opposed to the utility function underlying research on
charismatic leadership (e.g., Avolio, Waldman, & Einstein, 1988; Bass, 1985; Waldman,
Bass & Einstein, 1987).

From a practical point of view, a leader may play the servant-leadership role under
certain circumstances. He may act according to clear principles of governance and follow a
deontological approach to make a decision, which refers to the means a leader uses to
achieve his ends. However, he may also practically revert to manipulative tactics to exercise
control over a situation. The proposed typology is aimed at establishing a distinction among
the philosophical assumptions that guide research in leadership, and positioning this
dissertation within a particular school of thought. It should not be perceived as a means to
classify leaders. In this dissertation, the Moralist perspective constitutes the pillar of the
theoretical development of servant-leadership. In order to understand the specificities of the
conceptual development of servant-leadership, a review of the three major approaches that
guide research on charismatic leadership is presented.

I will first present the essential strengths and weaknesses of the psychoanalytical,
attributional, and motivational approaches. [ will discuss how their limitations constrain
research on charismatic leadership. Then, [ will explain how the moral approach, proposed

for conceptualizing servant-leadership, addresses these limitations.



Charismatic leadership approaches

The psychoanalytical approach

The psychoanalytical approach focuses on a leader's self-destructive view and
irrational behaviors. It emphasizes the immoral destructive aspect of charismatic leadership
effects on followers and societies. It provides interpretations of specific cases such as Hitler
and Jim Jones (Lindholm, 1990).

Lindholm (1990) interprets a leader's self-destruction as a means to destroy the
negative image of his own socially constructed self. A leader’s ideology is rooted in that
destructive view. Followers might believe in a leader’s vision, which might appear good.
However, through the study of deeds, words, symbols, and tactics, Lindholm (1990)
identifies important signals of a leader’s destructive view. When an ideology is vindictive
and linked with the ultimate goal of eliminating a conspiracy or some enemies, it signals its
destructive potential. However, a leader might turn his destructive view inward and use
tactics aimed at isolating himself and his followers. In some extreme cases, that might lead to
collective suicides as a means to escape the negative and hostile social milieu. When leaders
turn their destructive view outward, they use strategies of influence aimed at eliminating
others. Lindholm's perspective explains the processes through which the self-destructive
view is operationalized. The strength of his analysis is that it provides an in-depth
understanding of the psychological processes underlying irrational behavior.

Kets de Vrnies (1989) takes a different perspective in studying leaders’ self-
destruction. Focusing on causes rather than processes, he bases his explanations of leaders’
irrational behavior on narcissism, dependency needs, fear and anxiety. Kets de Vries (1989)
concentrates on transference to explain how followers might be influenced by the leader, but
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does not explain how that occurs. Finally, his interpretation does not provide the means by
which to analyze how a leader operationalizes his vision.

The psychoanalytical approach provides a posteriori interpretations of specific cases.
Researchers do not make predictions of outcomes related to specific rational goals.
Furthermore, this approach is not aligned with the principles of scientific research because it
does not suggest independent means for testing the proposed explanations. As a last
comment, this approach cannot be used for analyzing leaders who dedicated their lives to
others (e.g., Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Dalai Lama, and Mother Teresa), because the
assumptions underlying this approach restrict the analytical framework by concentrating on

irrationality and self-destruction.

The attributional approach

The attributional approach focuses on leader-follower relationships. Researchers
using this approach essentially measure followers' attribution of charisma, and analyze
charismatic leadership effects on individual or group performance (e.g., Bass, 1985;
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Morrman, & Fetter, 1990). It provides information on the
psychological processes that lead to followers' conversion to the leader’s vision (Conger &
Kanungo, 1987). It concentrates on strategies of influence that provoke changes in the
performance of followers (e.g., Bass, 1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1987; House, 1977). The
most important strength of the attributional approach is that it provides strong predictive
effects of charisma on followers and organizational performance outcomes.

However, the limited focus of the attributional approach restricts researchers’
analyses to the influence leaders exercise on followers. Researchers do not study leadership
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effects on various constituents. In this paper, constituents include all groups who have a
stake in a leader’s decisions, including non-followers and opponents. Researchers do not
assess the nature of structural and cultural changes provoked by charismatic leaders.
Furthermore, the attributional approach has restricted the conceptualization of leadership
effectiveness, defining it in terms of the achievement of a leader’s objectives and utilitarian
outcomes.

A major concern with the attributional approach is the fact that charisma is
considered value-neutral (Bass, 1985; House, 1977; House & Howell, 1992). Thus,
researchers do not distinguish between good or moral and evil or immoral leadership. Bass
(1985) takes great care in specifying that the construct of charisma, which constitutes the
most important dimension of transformational leadership, does not refer to the moral
rectitude of leaders. Indeed, he mentions that he is opposed to Bums's (1978)
conceptualization of charisma as intrinsically moral. As a consequence, even if researchers
recognize that charismatic leadership can yield either positive or negative consequences, they
do not attempt to identify the ethical dimensions of leadership. Therefore, charismatic
leadership is assumed to be "good" if the organization receives benefits. This assumption
does not address the means used by leaders to achieve their ends.

Nommative theories that attempt to identify the ethical dimensions of charismatic
leadership focus on leaders’ effects on followers (e.g., Bumns, 1978; Kanungo & Mendonga,
1996). The leadership process is considered ethical if followers enter freely and fairly in a
relationship with the leader (Rost, 1993). Interpreted this way, the relation between Jim
Jones and his followers might be considered perfectly ethical. Furthermore, charismatic
leadership is conceived as ethical as long as the leader and his followers "raise one another to
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higher levels of motivation and morality” (Burns, 1978: 20). However, this conception of
ethics does not speak "to organizations and societies being raised to higher levels of
motivation and morality” (Rost, 1993: 164). This approach is centered on the process of
leadership and does not address the content of leadership. The implicit ethical content of
leadership is concerned with leaders and followers proposing specific changes to status quo,
so as to raise their own level of motivation and morality and undertake changes they believe
might increase the level of well-being of others. In other words, the judgment as to whether
changes are morally acceptable rests on the leader's personal interpretation. There are no
specific objective criteria aimed at assessing the morality of leaders’ visions and the ethical
aspect of their actions and followers' behaviors. Finally, there are no empirical tests of these
normative theories demonstrating that charismatic leadership influence is intrinsically moral
in leader-follower relationships.

Therefore, theories used by researchers working with the attributional approach are
amoral (e.g., Bass, 1985; House, 1977). Based on these theories, the term charismatic leader
has been applied to very diverse leaders in political arenas (e.g., Hitler, Mao Tsé-Tung), in
religious movements or organizations (e.g., Jim Jones, Mother Teresa), in social movements
(e.g., Gandhi, Martin Luther King), and in business organizations (e.g., Lee lacocca, Max
DePree) without distinction.

This highlights that the interpretation of Utilitarianism is reduced to the achievement
of organizational outcomes with the ultimate objective of providing benefits to leaders and
followers. Utilitarianism does not put aside the moral evaluation of the ends, and does not
suggest that consequences for constituents be ignored. This restricted view of Utilitarianism
limits the way researchers conceive performance. Indeed, performance is not defined in
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ethical terms.

The motivational approach

In reaction to the lack of distinction among charismatic leadership effects, House and
Howell (1992) propose a conceptual distinction between socialized (collectively oriented,
egalitarian, and non-exploitive) and personalized (self-aggrandizing, non-egalitarian, and
exploitive) charismatic leaders who is aligned with the conceptual development of servant-
leadership. They review leader personality characteristics (traits, motives, Machiavellianism,
authoritarianism, narcissism, self-esteem and locus of control) that are likely to differentiate
socialized from personalized charismatic leaders. After McClelland's (1975) description of
socialized and personalized power, House and Howell (1992) try to explain the bifurcation in
outcomes associated with charismatic leadership. They hypothesize that leaders who react to
organizational problems in terms of their personal needs rather than those of the organization
engage in actions that have potential disastrous consequences for the organization (House &
Howell, 1992; O'Connor et al., 1995; Post, 1993).

House and Howell (1992) describe the psychological foundations of the personality
profiles’ stream of research, which focuses mostly on the study of leader motives. The goal
pursued by researchers is to identify the personality profiles of effective leaders. Apart from
O'Connor et al. (1995), researchers are concerned with the identification of leader motives
that are associated with utilitarian performance outcomes. They do not provide evidence for
clear distinctions between socialized and personalized charismatic leadership effects on
others (e.g., House et al., 1991; Spangler & House, 1991).

In this stream of research, leadership effectiveness is defined in terms of maximizing
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gains for the organization (O'Connor et al, 1995). Therefore, it restricts the
conceptualization of leadership effectiveness and concentrates on the identification of
convenient indicators of economic and/or socioeconomic utilitarian outcomes. Furthermore,
this stream of research does not provide an objective evaluation of the consequences of a
leader’s actions on constituents. Indeed, according to House and Howell (1992), the
objective that researchers should pursue is to distinguish between different types of
charismatic leaders using personality characteristics and criteria that are free of moral
evaluation. Their approach is opposed to the deontological perspective advocated in this
dissertation.

The major criticism of the motivational approach is that it associates socialized
charismatic leadership with utilitarian organizational outcomes, meaning that the moral
evaluation of leadership behavior is not a concern in determining the socialized or
personalized orientation of leaders. The motivational approach does not say whether there
should be positive consequences for constituents. For example, it does not provide reasons
for the bifurcation in charismatic leadership outcomes exemplified by the extreme
differences between Gandhi and Hitler. Such differences cannot be explained by a theory
that is subordinated to Utilitarianism because this ethical theory does not set standards of
actions (Cavanagh, Moberg & Velasquez, 1981).

The study of motives and other personality factors is not sufficient for assessing the
constructive or destructive orientation of charismatic leaders. It has to be linked with moral
evaluations of pursued ends, means to achieve those ends, and effects on constituents. This
dissertation addresses this important limitation. Indeed, it will attempt to link some
personality characteristics with servant-leadership behavior, which is based on deontology. It
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explores whether personality characteristics are related to ethical leadership behaviors that
are associated with clear standards of actions.

O'Connor et al. (1995) base their study on the motivational approach but assess the
negative aspect of personalized leadership outcomes using moral criteria for measuring
social consequences for others. They provide a model that illustrates the links among
personality characteristics of world figures considered as personalized charismatic leaders.
They demonstrate how the exercise of personalized power influences the social system.
O'Connor et al. (1995) illustrate how House and Howell's (1992) theoretical foundations
should be utilized for exploring charismatic leadership effects on societies. They extend
beyond the amoral assessment of leadership effectiveness advocated by House and Howell
(1992). This avenue of research is promising in that it allows for the identification of
personality factors that are associated with clear evidence of harm or benefit to constituents,
and to the society or the organization of which a leader is a member (Popper, 2000).
O'Connor et al. (1995) establish direct links between personality variables and moral critenia
related to social performance. However, the extent to which these personality characteristics
are related to ethical leadership behavior still needs to be investigated.

The theoretical model constructed in this dissertation includes hypotheses concerning
the effects of personality variables on servant-leadership. Pursuing O'Connor et al.'s (1995)
avenue of research, the central approach driving this research involves the development of
moral criteria for evaluating leaders’ conduct and performance. Such an approach is based on

specific underlying philosophical and political assumptions that are presented in the

following section.
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Philosophical and political assumptions underlying servant-leadership

In this research, servant-leadership is grounded in Kant's Doctrines of Rights and
Virtues and Aristotle’s Nicomachean ethics. The conceptualization of servant-leadership
involves the creation of explicit moral criteria against which leaders’ actions are evaluated so
as to assess the extent to which they respect clear boundaries of actions. Therefore, this
research is based on the explicit assumptions that there must be established standards of
social behavior that are independent of leadership outcomes, and mimimal levels of
satisfaction for all constituents (Cavanagh et al., 1981). These assumptions respectively
relate to the Doctrine of Virtues and Doctrine of Rights presented by Kant. These first
assumptions are complemented by two other assumptions, which are rooted in Aristotle's
Theory of Justice: (1) There must be fair allocations of resources, and (2) the interests of
those who are underrepresented or constitute minorities must be protected by some specific
mechanisms. These philosophical assumptions constitute the underlying foundations that
orient the theoretical development of servant-leadership. Furthermore, drawing on political
science, the conceptual development of servant-leadership involves the delineation of
boundaries of actions based on principles of governance.

Graham (1991) proposes an inclusive conception of servant-leadership in which
leaders provide benefits or at least create no harm to all organizational stakeholder groups or
constituents. Graham (1991: 111) makes an important assumption in describing servant-
leadership, which is the recognition that there is an "inherent fallibility of humankind, both
individually and corporately” (e.g., even well-intentioned leaders, or groups with high
morale can make dangerous mistakes). Keeley (1995) also specifies that there are dangers
associated with transformational or charismatic leadership influence due to the fact that some
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groups might be negatively affected by leaders’ actions. Keeley (1995) bases his critique of
charismatic leadership on Madison’s preventive mechanisms, presented at the Constitutional
Convention of 1787, designed to thwart potentially damaging unilateral decisions on the part
of charismatic leaders. Keeley (1995) is concemed with the fact that charismatic leaders,
who unite social systems and a majority of people around common purposes, might hurt
minorities or constituents who do not share these purposes. To prevent such effects, the
American system of government is based on laws and shared power. This notion of shared
power is incorporated in Graham's conception of servant-leadership, which is based on
relational power. After Loomer (1976), Graham describes relational power as mutual
influence and criticism. This type of influence can be exercised through formal mechanisms
allowing all constituents to be represented. Thus, Graham's assumption concerning human
nature is central in the conception of servant-leadership and in democratic systems of
government. Her assumption speaks for making delineation of boundaries of actions based
on principles of governance and using a deontological perspective in assessing how leaders
carry out their duties.

The first conceptualization of servant-leadership focuses on the evaluation of the
conduct of leaders in carrying out their duties, and addresses the means that are used to
achieve their ends (Nair, 1994). It reconciles the exercise of power with values-based
service, and suggests how leaders should behave in relation to established principles of
governance.

Nair (1994) develops the concept of servant-leadership on the basis of Gandhi's life
that he takes as a model. Although he does not present his philosophical assumptions, Nair
implicitly relies on theories of rights and justice, and takes a deontological perspective in
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analyzing Gandhi's conduct. Although Gandhi did not hold a formal position of power, the
actualization of his vision had an impact on several constituencies. As for constituted power
holders, Gandhi's actions could be analyzed in terms of the differential effects his actions had
on constituencies. Therefore, the concept of servant-leadership appears relevant for
analyzing constituted and non-constituted power holders.

The concept of servant-leadership refers not only to the study of the consequences for
constituents, but also to the moral assessment of the actions of leaders. Because actions
should be bounded by guiding principles and values, the concept has to be developed in
relation to universal principles and values.

In this research, the conceptual development of servant-leadership refers to the
democratic systems of government, and the concept of servant-leadership is applied to
American presidents. The conceptualization of servant-leadership draws from Keeley's
federalist ethic, and from ethical theories of rights, virtues and justice relevant for judging
political discretionary behavior.

The conceptual development of servant-leadership addresses the limitations of the
approaches discussed above. First, it extends the scope for studying leadership influence to
the interactions between leaders and all constituents. Second, it provides ground for
developing a new conceptualization of leadership performance. Finally, the concept of
servant-leadership concentrates on the delineation of standards of actions essential for
evaluating actions of leaders. This research is not aimed at assessing differences between
destructive and constructive leaders. Its objective is to provide dimensions that can be used
to assess the extent to which leaders display ethical servant-leadership behaviors. It focuses
on the study of constructive rational behavior aimed at improving constituents’ well-being.
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The following chapter presents the conceptual development of servant-leadership,
and based on the assumptions presented above, it compares servant-leadership with
charismatic leadership. As mentioned previously, the conceptual development of servant-
leadership focuses on a leader’s vision and transforming effects on societies. For this reason,
the model proposed by Conger and Kanungo (1987) is relevant for explaining how servant-
leadership and charismatic leadership differ. In order to facilitate this comparison process,
the following section is organized in three parts that are associated with Conger and
Kanungo's (1987) three stages of charismatic leadership: assessing the environment,
formulating and articulating the vision, and operationalizing the vision. However, these three
stages are not hypothesized to represent chronological dimensions of the visionary leadership
process. The comparison will focus on the content of the visionary process in order to derive

the ethical dimensions of servant-leadership.
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Chapter Two

Servant-leadership Conceptual Development

The servant-leadership visionary process

Stage 1: Assessing the environment

When leaders perform the servant-leadership role, their environmental assessment
involves the identification of constituents' conditions and essential unfulfilled needs.
Servant-leaders evaluate the prevailing conditions and, based on fundamental principles of
rights, state reasons why these conditions violate constituents' rights. In the case of American
presidents, these rights are defined in the constitution, laws protecting citizens, and
international treaties.

Charismatic leaders might be opportunistic in making an environmental assessment.
The vision of charismatic leaders is aimed at satisfying leaders’ interests through the
achievement of organizational goals. Charismatic leaders address followers’ needs because it
is necessary to motivate them, and make them work toward the achievement of
organizational goals. Charismatic leaders propose a plan of action that explains how
followers’ interests will be satisfied so as to mobilize followers. In brief, charismatic leaders
seek benefits for followers and the organization to which they belong in order to satisfy their
personal interests.

In the environmental assessment, servant-leaders react to environmental conditions
that essentially preclude the moral happiness of others. According to Kant, moral happiness
consists of satisfaction with one's person and own moral conduct, and so with what one does.

Moral happiness is an end by virtue of the impulses of human nature. Servant-leaders
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consider other individuals as ends in themselves rather than means to achieve their personal
objectives. Promoting the moral happiness of others becomes their duty. Therefore, servant-
leaders' duties consist of addressing all conditions that violate fundamental principles of
rights and preclude constituents’ moral happiness. As a consequence, servant-leaders realize
their personal ends through the accomplishment of their duty, which consists of helping
others to realize their ends.

In practice, servant-leaders' environmental assessment is aimed at removing obstacles
precluding the moral development of others (e.g., poverty, lack of education, alienating work
conditions). Servant-leaders are concerned with the implementation of programs that give
access to resources that foster constituents’ personal development. They provide the means
that are necessary for constituents to commit to the vision.

Servant-leaders are sensitive to environmental conditions that can be linked to
constituents' unfulfilled needs. They concentrate on needs fulfillment because that is
essential for one’s moral happiness. Bumns (1978: 64) states that the need "implies a more
socialized, collective, objective phenomenon, in the sense of persons requiring something
needful in the view of others as well as of themselves.” Needs are educated, whereas wants
are subjective and reflect one’s desires. Servant-leaders educate followers in the sense that
they transform their wants into needs (Bums, 1978). Servant-leaders act as moral agents who
are concerned with the needs of others, even if they do not personally get benefits from their
actions.

In brief, the environmental assessment is based upon fundamental principles of
rights. Servant-leaders do not adopt maxims of actions on empirical grounds because, as
stated by Kant, such grounds would yield no duty. This means that their environmental
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assessment cannot be opportunistic. It cannot be used as a means to justify some
predetermined instrumental goals. Environmental conditions justify servant-leaders’ attempts
at political action. They do not develop ideological justifications for some a priori
opportunistic objectives, but rather propose rational solutions on the basis of their moral

commitment to all constituents.

Stage 2: Formulating and articulating the vision

Servant-leaders formulate inclusive visions that consider different constituents' needs,
interests, and values. They provide conceptions of ideologies that encompass all constituents’
rights and obligations. Formulating an inclusive vision involves: "(1) exploring similarities
and differences among constituents’ interests, values, and ideologies; (2) formulating
analyses that build common understanding of problems and possible solutions; and (3)
articulating visions that integrate incompatible interests and provide shared goals and plans”
(Brown, 1986: 303-304).

Servant-leaders articulate their vision on the basis of absolute values underlying
principles of governance that delineate boundaries of actions. Therefore, intended changes to
the actual order are subordinated to specific moral constraints. Absolute values can come
from a religious perspective or directly from codes of conduct (Nair, 1994). For example,
Gandhi formulated two absolute values that are related to the principle that states that one
should treat others as ends to be served: truth and nonviolence. In the case of American
presidents, universal values recognized by democratic societies and constitutional values
should serve as the foundations upon which servant-leaders articulate their vision.

Absolute values yield moral imperatives that direct servant-leaders to work toward
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meeting constituents’ needs and protecting their rights. Nair (1994: 23) mentions that one
"should be on guard against ideology, tradition, and organizational goals masquerading as
absolute values.” These are termed pseudo-absolute values and include, among others,
communism, capitalism, patriotism, nationalism, competitiveness, free markets, and
profitability. As mentioned by Nair (1994), if these pseudo-absolute values are not
subordinated to the standard of absolute values, they might be used to justify violence and
repressive acts.

Charismatic leaders tend to formulate an exclusive vision in the sense that it does not
address all constituents' needs. The vision usually focuses on the interests of leaders and
followers. Charismatic leaders might articulate a vision that is based on pseudo-absolute
values in order to mobilize followers. When followers decide to owe allegiance to these
pseudo-absolute values, some constituents might be sacrificed to satisfy the interests of the
leader and his followers. For example, in the case of short-term setbacks, like a decline in
profits, the pseudo-absolute value of organizational survival might be used to justify
expedient actions directed against the interests of some constituents. Therefore, these
expedient actions become more important than working against all forms of exploitation.
The absolute value of nonviolence would be subordinated to organizational survival.
Although such an end might be considered "good" under Utilitarianism, the means are
unethical from Kant's perspective.

Although the allegiance to pseudo-absolute values contributes to the short-term
success of charismatic leaders, these values cannot serve to delineate boundaries of actions
within a democratic system of government. This means that public servants, who ought to
behave as servant-leaders, cannot justify their actions on the basis of pseudo-absolute values.
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In brief, servant-leaders cannot formulate their visions on the basis of pseudo-absolute values
because that would lead to the development of exclusive visions, and would not
acknowledge the fundamental ends of all constituents. Servant-leaders’ visions acknowledge
the ends of all others. This is achieved by building a vision on the basis of absolute values
such as individuality, charity, nonviolence, and truth that are translated into rules of conduct

that must be followed while facing different events, situations, or constituents.

Stage 3: Operationalizing the vision

As mentioned previously, servant-leaders are moral agents who help others achieve
their ends. They help them commit to absolute values in order to realize their ends. Although
removing environmental factors that preclude constituents' moral happiness is an important
component of empowerment, it is not enough to sustain constituents' moral commitment to
absolute values. Servant-leaders uplift constituents helping them remove their inner obstacles
or natural inclinations, which come in conflict with their moral resolutions to behave in a
way that is consistent with absolute values (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999). This is achieved
through moral empowerment.

Charismatic leaders also increase their followers' feeling of empowerment, but their
strategies of empowerment are centered on the motivational purpose of increasing followers'
perceived self-efficacy. Charismatic leaders’ strategies of empowerment are instrumental in
the sense that they are exclusively concerned with the achievement of utilitarian goals. Such
strategies of empowerment are ethical only if followers are fully aware of leaders’ objectives,
and if they can realize themselves in achieving these objectives (Kanungo & Mendonca,
1996). These strategies would be unethical when followers are treated as means to achieve
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leaders’ ends.

The fundamental objective of servant-leaders is to help all constituents develop their
inner strengths and freedoms in order to make them internalize absolute values. The most
important inner obstacle constituents experience relates to the quest for their identity.
Internalizing absolute values and sharing common understanding with other constituents
require that constituents develop a shared identity. Servant-leaders minimize differences
among constituents and emphasize constituents' common ends. They refer to what is shared
by all human beings. They do not refer to the specific characteristics of an exclusive group of
followers. However, servant-leaders must develop their spiritual self-identity and inner
strengths to be able to empower constituents.

Servant-leaders develop their own spiritual self-identity through the practice of
virtues. They develop their inner strengths by training themselves to exercise their judgment
in difficult situations in which they have to make reference to moral principles. They refer to
their inner strengths for determining the appropriate course of actions when they face crises.
The practice of virtues gives life to absolute values. Servant-leaders set an example by
adhering to consistent modes of conduct that demonstrate to constituents how they intend to
operationalize absolute values. Among these modes of conduct, respect of all constituents,
self-constrained behavior, selflessness, single standard of conduct, and minimized secrecy
illustrate a leader's commitment to service (Nair, 1994).

The operationalization of servant-leaders’ vision requires that constituents fulfill
their responsibilities toward others. These modes of conduct illustrate how constituents
should carry out their responsibilities.

It is difficult to assess intentions. Therefore, abandoning or postponing personal
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interests or privileges might not be necessarily done with moral intent or conviction. Self-
sacrifice might reflect for example the need for self-actualization (Choi & Mai-Dalton,
1998), but it is not possible to establish a direct relationship between that need and moral
intent. That is why it is essential to know whether a leader conforms to the standard of
absolute values.

Charismatic leaders "build enthusiasm for their vision through symbols, rhetoric and
other forms of impression management”. They "set examples by performing heroic deeds
involving self-sacrifice and personal risk™ (Keeley, 1995: 70). One could speculate that these
impression management techniques might be used to astound followers and make them
believe that leaders are extraordinary. Despite their self-sacrificial appearance, these
techniques might even be used to contribute to leaders’ self-aggrandizement. Charismatic
leaders adapt their conduct in terms of opportunities (Conger & Kanungo, 1987).
Charismatic leaders keep control over circulating information. They disclose information to
followers they trust, and do not give information equally to all constituents. They give
special treatment to followers and exclude non-followers. This strategy of exclusion
establishes a clear distinction between the quick and the dead. Disclosure of information is
one of the strategies charismatic leaders use to make people aware of their status. This is
more likely to occur when charisma cannot be transferred from one organizational setting to
another. As illustrated by Roberts and Bradley (1988), when a leader is transferred to a new
organizational setting, charisma might not always transfer as well. The leader might have a
tendency to interact with selected members of a close team and exclude other constituents.
However, the exclusive reliance on these members might hide the difficulties experienced by
the leader in establishing bonds of power (Roberts & Bradley, 1988), and keeping control
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over the situation. It is likely to occur when presidents take office, build their cabinet, and try
to establish new bonds of power. Some historians (e.g., Latner, 1979) observed that several
presidents had a tendency to rely on a kitchen cabinet to make decisions, which reflects a
leader-member exchange approach (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Dienesch & Linden,
1986; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Schriesheim, 1998). Indeed, Latner (1979) mentioned that
Andrew Jackson had a tendency to rely on a group of aides, generally outside his cabinet,
who specialized in political manipulation, wire pulling, and patronage. The manner in which
this kitchen cabinet worked was obscure. Membership was subject to change and the names
of members were “known only to a few” (Latner, 1979: 53-54). Jackson’s presidency was
marked by frequent changes in his formal cabinet, which embarrassed his administration and
endangered its success. This dyadic differential dynamic is not expected to occur when
presidents play a servant-leadership role.

In brief, servant-leaders use moral empowerment, practice virtues and provide a
model to constituents. They present modes of conduct which are guided by principles of
ethics. These principles are derived from absolute values.

This section has compared servant-leadership with charismatic leadership. The
conceptual development of servant-leadership yields two important dimensions: vision
inclusiveness and principle-guided action. The following section presents the conceptual

definitions of servant-leadership dimensions and components.
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Servant-leadership dimensions and components

Vision inclusiveness

Servant-leaders base their vision on absolute values and integrate all constituents'’
needs, rights, obligations and incompatible interests. They explore the similarities and
differences in values and ideologies among constituents in order to build common
understanding.

Vision inclusiveness has two main components: absolute values and constituents.
First, the absolute values are divided in three categories: universal, constitutional, and
humanitarian values. Universal values are generally acknowledged and considered as
essential in all democratic societies (Burns, 1978). They have been recognized prior to the
constitutional values and, in that sense, they precede constitutional values. The constitution
is a "body of values and principles that are inherent in the nation's political culture, social
ethos, and history” (Rosenbloom & Goldman, 1993: 477). The courts declare what these
values and principles are when the appropriate occasions arise (Rosenbloom & Goldman,
1993).

Both universal and constitutional values are concerned with conditions aimed at
protecting citizens. These values indicate desirable or preferred end-states or explicit
purposes. Thus, they can serve as standards in terms of which some criteria may be used to
select among alternatives (Burns, 1978). Humanitarian values differ from universal and
constitutional values. Humanitarian values are modal values that define modes of conduct or
means through which political activities should be conducted. Universal values and
constitutional values refer to the structural conditions of a society; humanitarian values refer
to the conduct of political activities and exercise of discretionary power.
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The second component of vision inclusiveness is constituents, which represent
groups or categories of individuals having an interest or being affected by the decisions of a
president and his administration. Servant-leaders integrate all constituents within their vision,

and address constituents’ needs, interests and divergent ideologies.

Principle-guided action

The second dimension of servant-leadership, principle-guided action, presents three
components: minimized secrecy, role model and moral empowerment. Minimized secrecy
refers to a leader's willingness to hold scrutiny and to provide public information. Role
model consists of displaying behaviors that serve as examples to follow. There are three
modes of conduct pertaining to role model: respect of others, selflessness, and single
standard of conduct in relation to absolute values. Respect of others refers to the way a leader
treats people through his words and actions. Selflessness refers to the propensity a leader has
to harm himself, incur personal risks, and sacrifice his personal interests. Single standard of
conduct constitutes a commitment to absolute values, which refers to a leader’s respect of his
general principles of service to the nation. In other words, a leader acts in conformity with
absolute values. Moral empowerment is a more complex component of principle-guided

action, which incorporates the practice of virtues and the development of a leader’s identity.

It is presented below.

Moral empowerment
Moral empowerment does not refer to instrumental empowerment aimed at
increasing people's perceived efficacy in working toward the achievement of a leader’s
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objectives (Bandura & Cervone, 2000), but rather to the means and guidance provided to
individuals in their progression toward the achievement of their own ends. Furthermore,
moral empowerment is not directed exclusively toward followers, but toward all
constituents.

Moral empowerment has two components: spiritual self-identity and moral
happiness. Spiritual self-identity refers to presidential idealized self which consists of a
leader’s capability to define his self with reference to all constituents. Spiritual self-identity
involves the development of a leader’s character or set of moral dispositions through the
practice of virtues (Greenleaf, 1977). "A virtue embodies a pattern of habitual perception and
behavior" (Dobel, 1998: 76). These patterns are developed through education, training and
personal self-development. Developing and cultivating virtues involve training emotions and
controlling one's perceptions so that an individual can identify the morally salient aspects of
a situation and frame his or her judgment around these aspects (Dobel, 1998; Sherman,
1989). Virtues are not enough to act in a morally good way, but they give life to moral
imperatives. That is, virtues are not enough to sustain political ethics. Virtues need to be
oriented toward the attainment of some objectives. Servant-leadership requires that virtues be
informed by moral principles and conceptions of the good society. In other words, leaders
who are practicing virtues for an evil cause are not servant-leaders. In the servant-leadership
model, the content of the vision gives direction to the leader's virtuous dispositions. The
spiritual self-identity of an individual is revealed to an observer by the morally good acts
displayed by that individual. These acts depend on the acquisition of habitual strength or
practice of virtue (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996). There are four cardinal virtues that serve as
indicators: prudence, justice, fortitude and temperance (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996). These
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virtues should be salient in conflict and crisis management. The practice of virtues refers to
the principles that leaders respect.

Prudence is considered as the central virtue because it provides concrete shape to the
moral aspirations, responsibilities, and obligations of an individual (Dobel, 1998). The
prudent leader should present two important capacities in relation with his visionary process:
(1) disciplined reason and (2) foresight and attention to the long term (Dobel, 1998). The
prudent leader will operationalize his vision through means that are in proper relation to the
ends to be achieved; have a sense of momentum allowing him to take action when the
situation permits the action to be consonant with goals; and deploy his power to achieve
valued goals (Dobel, 1998). Finally prudent leaders should attend durability and legitimacy
of outcomes and seek for positive consequences for constituents (Dobel, 1998).

The virtue of justice means a sense of responsibility that balances, in a fair manner,
the rights of all constituents. It includes giving others what they might need to fulfill their
duties and exercise their rights as persons (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996).

Fortitude is the courage to take risks for an ideal, to show perseverance and
endurance against great odds. It is the disposition to act positively, even if that might be
costly to someone in order to do what is morally good (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996).

Temperance means the exercise of self-control. That is, one would not be tempted "to
overindulge in hedonistic behaviors” (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996: 91).

The second component, moral happiness, relates to the conditions that are required to
sustain the moral empowerment of constituents. Servant-leaders should help constituents by
providing good living conditions. These conditions are aimed at increasing individuals'
potential development and helping them to fulfill their duties.
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This section introduced the dimensions and components of the concept of servant-
leadership. The next section concentrates on the antecedents, situational constraints, and

consequences of servant-leadership.

Antecedents of servant-leadership

An antecedent conditions a leader’s actions. It can be internal or external to a leader.
An internal antecedent is a predisposition of a leader that reflects in his personality. It
determines how a leader will tend to behave in certain situations. The personality
characteristics of leaders might constitute important antecedents of servant-leadership:
presidential needs, political beliefs, responsibility values and personality traits.

Moral needs, core political beliefs, responsibility values, and personality traits such
as charisma, impression management, narcissism and Machiavellianism constitute important
behavioral predispositions. In this section, an attempt is made to determine the effect of
personality characteristics on presidential servant-leadership behaviors. As mentioned in the
previous section, servant-leadership refers to the moral character of a president. Therefore, I
selected moral needs, political beliefs and responsibility values that should foster presidential
servant-leadership behaviors. Furthermore, some personality traits might hinder servant-
leadership behaviors. Based on the philosophical assumptions stressed in the present
research, [ selected personality traits that should preclude servant-leadership behaviors. The
goal pursued is to identify a constellation of personality charactenistics that are related to the
occurrence of servant-leadership behaviors.

The literature on presidential leadership demonstrates that need for power, need for
achievement, and need for affiliation are relevant for understanding presidential greatness
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and performance outcomes (e.g., House et al., 1991; Spangler & House, 1991; Winter,
1987). Motive patterns are related to the long-term performance of leaders rather than
specific behavior (McClelland and Boyatzis, 1982; Winter, 1987). Furthermore, O’Connor et
al. (1995) establish a clear empirical relationship between world leaders’ need for power and
destructive consequences for societies. Thus, it is inferred that different motive patterns may
yield substantial differences in long-term presidential policy effectiveness and impact on
constituents.

Servant-leadership refers to a leader’s socialized influence and soctal power. As
mentioned by McClelland (1976), individuals who are high in social power should aspire to
office and want to serve others. This view contrasts with the charismatic leadership
perspective. Indeed, charismatic leadership might be related to personalized influence, which
refers to a leader utilization of power for his self-aggrandizement.

Presidential need for power should be related to consequences for constituents. The
manner in which this need is fulfilled determines whether there are positive or negative
consequences for constituents. If need for power reflects a socialized orientation, it should
act in conjunction with presidential needs to provide benefits to others or protect
constituents. Thus, two additional needs are relevant to the study of presidential servant-
leadership: need for altruism and protective governance.

The concept of servant-leadership addresses leaders’ actions in terms of their
consequences for constituents, and morality of the ends and the means used to achieve the
ends. Need for altruism and protective governance refer to a leader’s concerns for others.
They are moral needs that refer to the moral rectitude of leaders.

An important issue in ethical leadership concerns the development of leaders’ moral
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conscience, intentions and effective freedom (Bass & Steidimeier, 1999). As Palmer
(1994:25) put it, a “leader must take...responsibility for what’s going on inside his or her
self, inside his or her consciousness...” Servant-leadership does not refer to the manipulation
of the external world but to the inner self (Greenleaf, 1977). Moral values that reflect
altruism or concems for protecting constituents should be associated with high moral
development of leaders and positive intentions.

Political beliefs and responsibility values determine a leader’s attitude toward an
object. Political belief system, faith, and ideology determine policy attitudes and decision-
making (Ottati, Steenbergen, & Riggle, 1992; Roseman, 1994; Sulfaro, 1997). A president
has a set of stable beliefs that pertain to his role in the world and conception of others. These
beliefs should appeal to the nation’s super-ordinate shared belief system, which is referred to
as Zeitgeist. In this dissertation, | am concerned with stable beliefs that characterize the
personality of a president. I focus on beliefs that are inferred from presidents’ dispositions in
their relations with others and attitudes toward various objects (Clark, 2000; D’ Agostino,
1995; Feldman, 1988; George, 1969; Larson, 1994; Read, Jones, & Miller, 1990; Rockeach,
1968). Furthermore, I concentrate on beliefs that should be related to positive outcomes for
constituents.

O'Connor et al. (1995) found that object beliefs (viewing others as instruments in
achieving one’s own goals), and negative life themes (having a destructive image of the
world and one's role in the world) have a positive relationship with harm to the social
system. Thus, beliefs concerning one’s role in the world and how one should treat others
directly impact on destructive or constructive outcomes for constituents. Servant-leaders
should hold a constructive image of the world and of one's role in their relations with others.
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These beliefs should influence a leader’s orientation.

Responsibility values relate to the ethical aspect of one's behavior because these
constitute the basis upon which modes of conduct can be prescribed. They constitute moral
standards against which one's behaviors are evaluated. They refer to the acknowledgment of
one's obligation to do what is right, exercise judgment upon one’s self, and take
responsibility for others (Winter, 1992). Responsibility values are instrumental in realizing
terminal values pertaining to constituents' well-being. Leaders who are high in responsibility
values should analyze how their actions will affect constituents, and behave according to
ethical principles.

The next section introduces the definitions of concepts that pertain to presidential

moral needs, political beliefs and responsibility values, and presents hypotheses that link

servant-leadership related concepts.

Definition of concepts and hypotheses

Personality traits and needs are conceptually different (McClelland, 1958). Needs are
derived from “current concerns or tasks, are accessible to consciousness, and can be
measured through self-report” (Winter, Stewart, John, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998: 231).
Needs refer to individuals’ conception of desired states of affairs that they would like to
bring about or prevent, as in the case of avoidance needs (Winter et al., 1998). Needs are
goal directed (Batson, 1991) and are associated with performance outcomes. They explain
behaviors by the ends or goals toward which they tend (Read et al., 1990). They ““consist of
learned networks of associations between behavioral, physiological, affective, and cognitive
responses to stimuli” (House & Howell, 1992: 91). According to McClelland (1976), needs
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reflect stable personality characteristics that are developed early in life through one’s social
interactions and exposure to the society. In developing his theory, McClelland (1951) was
concerned with the behavioral consequences of needs. He defined need as a construct that
can provide an encompassing meaning to a variety of dissimilar responses to stimuli. In other
words, needs determine one’s motivation to behave in a certain manner under certain
circumstances. They are associated with one’s tendency to act in a consistent way over time
(McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982). In brief, needs are “dispositionally stable and situationally
contingent” (Winter et al., 1998:233). Needs are either implicit or explicit. They may reflect
aperson’s idealized self-conception which is unconscious (Winter et al., 1998). Needs can be
difficult to infer from one’s behaviors, especially when one is acting under constrained
conditions. That is why an indirect systematic way of measuring needs, the Thematic
Apperception Test (TAT) was devised by Morgan and Murray (1935), and used by Atkinson
(1958) in his analysis of fantasy and verbal content. This method was adapted by Winter
(1987) in his study of presidential motives. Winter’s method will be used in this research as
well. According to Winter (1987; 1996), there are three fundamental dimensions underlying

Murray’s list of needs. These dimensions correspond to the concepts of power, achievement,

and affiliation needs.

Need for power

Need for power is defined as “a concern for impact and prestige” (Winter et al., 1998:
237). It refers to a strong desire to influence others. Need for power is conceived as a strong
determinant of effective leadership. As mentioned by House et al. (1991), political positions
and management offer many opportunities to influence others. Thus, individuals who havea
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high need for power should be more likely than individuals with a low need for power to
seek these positions and be successful over time in them (McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982).
This need is associated with formal social power, but it can also contribute to the
development of impulsive actions such as taking extreme risks and becoming aggressive
(McClelland, Davis, Kalin, & Wanner, 1972; Winter et al., 1998). The purpose of the current
research is to shed light on the consequences of need for power for others. Need for power
may yield positive or negative consequences for others (O’Connor et al., 1995). The
interaction between need for power and moral needs that reflect a socialized orientation is
analyzed in predicting presidential outcomes. As demonstrated by Winter et al. (1998), needs
and traits might interact in predicting outcomes in life. “Traits channel the ways in which
needs are expressed in behavior and life outcomes”™ (Winter et al., 1998: 243). Traits are
directly related to individual behavior, but needs are associated with performance outcomes
(Winter et al., 1998). In this dissertation, it is hypothesized that needs can interact in
predicting presidential servant-leadership performance outcomes. That is, different patterns
of needs may yield substantial differences in performance outcomes. It is expected that needs
that reflect a concern for the welfare of others should moderate the relationship between need

for power and presidential servant-leadership performance outcomes.

Need for altruism

Moral needs are associated with policy orientation, and explain the consequences of
political behaviors (Teske, 1997). Moral needs are part of the identity-construction of an
individual, which refers to one’s sense of self in politics. Indeed, Teske (1997) mentions that
the affirmation of one’s self in politics is a moral project. Moral motivation refers to two
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aspects: consideration for the welfare of others, and some internalization of guidelines that
require an individual to transcend his attentiveness to his own personal desires (Teske,
1997). Moral needs in politics imply that the meaning of one’s self is connected to the needs
of others. Therefore, moral needs are expected to determine how one will use his power to
affirm one’s self in politics. These needs should be associated with a socialized influence in
policy orientation, and moderate the relationship between need for power and policy
effectiveness. In this dissertation, it is hypothesized that need for power acts in conjunction
with two moral needs, need for altruism and protective governance, in predicting presidential
servant-leadership performance outcomes and policy effectiveness.

Need for altruism is a need underlying helping behavior. The altruistic need has been
studied as one of the most important correlates of helping behavior along with other intra-
psychic constructs (Pearce, Amato, & Smithson, 1983) such as empathy (e.g., Aronfreed,
1970; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Toi & Batson, 1982), values (e.g., Staub, 1978), beliefin a
just world (Lemer, 1975), political orientation (Gaertner, 1973), and personal norms
(Schwartz & Howard, 1984).

Need for altruism is defined as the expression of an implied, hypothetical, or
potential action reflecting a positive concern for others (Batson, 1991). The need to benefit
others is leamned. Individuals develop this need through the acquisition of social values and
norms that are reinforced by encouraging behavior that reflect these values and norms
(Batson, 1991; Hoffman, 1975). These acquired values and norms play an important role in
evaluating others' conditions. Need for altruism will be activated when one perceives a
distance between others' conditions and what one could do to help others. The activation of
the altruistic need depends on the feeling of empathy, which is a spontaneous reaction to
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others’ conditions. Empathy is defined as “a person’s ability to vicariously experience the
emotions felt by others. The basic notion here is that individuals who share the distress of
others will be motivated to help them” (Pearce et al., 1983: 14). Empathy also refers to the
ability to apprehend the affective or cognitive status of others (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987). It
involves a higher stage of moral development, and refers to the “notion of taking the role of
the generalized other” (Hogan, 1969).

Vicarious cues activate empathic emotions and internalized values and norms that are
used to evaluate others' conditions (Rushton, 1980). Values and norms serve to identify
conditions and evaluate whether they are "good or bad". Norms of social responsibility,
equity, and reciprocity help in determining one's potential action. One's intended behavior is
justified by the moral values underlying one's internalized norms. The individual expresses
these values by showing a positive concern for others. Concern for others’ values reflect the
cognitively transformed need for altruism (Rokeach, 1973). The operational definition of the
altruistic need encompasses the notion of values that relate to important psychological
characteristics such as the ability to respond to others’ needs and manage effectively (Raven,
1988). Although altruism might be situational and encompasses cognitive and affective
components, this research focuses on its cognitive aspect in assessing its effect on
performance outcomes. Indeed, TAT measures are exclusively cognitive.

In Kohlberg’s (1964) theory of moral development, altruism is an aspect of morality,
which at a higher stage of moral development refers to abstract concepts such as common
good and faimess. The conceptualization of what constitutes altruistic behavior is part of the
structures of moral reasoning that give rise to moral points of view (Hoffman, 1975; Krebs,
1975). Therefore, moral values underlie the need to help others.
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The altruistic need is conceived as independent from egoistic and self-serving
motives (Batson, 1991; Hoffman, 1975). These motives can be activated separately or
simultaneously by external cues. However, they belong to distinct motive systems (Hoffman,
1975). Karylowski (1982) proposed a distinction between endocentric altruism (doing
something good to maintain a positive self-image) and exocentric altruism (doing something
good to make someone else feel good). The former is self-serving; the latter is not. This
distinction highlights the fact that genuine moral altruism involves a higher stage of moral
development. The exocentric need for altruism refers to the improvement of the conditions of
others as the source of gratification, which is independent from one’s self-image. It is not
associated with deficiency motivation, which implies that one is motivated to increase one’s
self-esteem (Maslow, 1973). The present research concentrates on the expression of moral
altruistic concerns that are aimed at improving the conditions of others regardless of the
consequences for one’s self. it reflects one’s affirmation of a “self” that is connected to
others’ needs and transcends one’s personal desires (Teske, 1997).

Given the fact that American presidents should take constructive actions aimed at
improving others’ conditions, it is expected that high need for altruism and empathy would
have a positive influence on presidential servant-leadership performance. However, the
actualization of the altruistic need is more likely to occur when presidents have high need for
power. That is, presidents who have high need for altruism and low need for power might not
be able to assert their position and take action in presence of environmental constraints. Need
for altruism determines the nature of the influence that presidential need for power will have
on performance outcomes. In other words, it determines whether a leader’s need for power
reflects a socialized orientation.
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Therefore, it is hypothesized based on the discussion above:

Hypothesis 1: Empathy has a positive relationship with need for altruism.
Hypothesis 2: The relationship between need for power and presidential
performance is positive when presidents have high need for altruism, and

negative when presidents have low need for altruism.

Protective governance

Protective governance is a need to avoid negative stimuli from the environment in
order to protect one’s self and others against the negative consequences of some others’
actions. It is aimed at protecting constituents against the wrongful actions of opposed others.
The goal is to avoid negative consequences for constituents by hindering opposed others’
actions. Opposed others are associated with enemies or adversaries. Protective governance
reflects a negative concem for opposed others, which is associated with the objective to
protect some constituents or the nation. This need is more likely to be primed when there are
crises which involve external threats to certain constituents or the nation. Protective
governance is a need aimed at “avoiding externally produced aversive stimuli”’ (Eisenberg &
Miller, 1987: 92).

As for need for altruism, protective governance should moderate the relationship
between need for power and presidential performance. Protective governance should interact
with need for power in predicting presidential servant-leadership performance. When
presidents are high in protective governance, they should use their power to avoid aversive
stimuli, and protect constituents against external threats.

Therefore, it is hypothesized:
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Hypothesis 3: When presidents are high in protective governance, there is a
positive relationship between need for power and performance. When
presidents are low in protective governance, there is a negative relationship
between need for power and performance.

Two additional needs pertain to the leadership motive profile of presidents: need for

achievement and need for affiliation.

Need for achievement

Need for achievement (n Ach) is defined as concern for competition against standard
of excellence and accomplishment (McClelland, 1985). It relates to one's self-
accomplishment through personal efforts. Individuals who are high in n Ach should seek to
improve their performance. When leaders are high in n Ach, they may tend to do things that
are intrinsically satisfying rather than work on top priority problems. Furthermore, the things
they focus on may not be aimed at improving others’ conditions (Johns & Saks, 2001). When
presidents are high in n Ach, they may not concentrate on the global aspects of their
functions but, rather, focus on activities in which they have a sense of self-actualization.
Furthermore, presidents might have a tendency to concentrate on their personal efforts and
individual performance in solving problems rather than on others’ efforts. In technical
positions and lower levels of organizational hierarchy, it might be effective to concentrate on
one’s competencies. It is less likely to be effective in higher organizational levels because of
the complexity and variety of competencies that are required to perform well (Spangler &
House, 1991). If a president wants to do everything by himself, he may not achieve his
objectives because he may underutilize the competencies of his Cabinet members. Instead of
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adopting a consultative and participative style, presidents who are high in n Ach may attempt
to exercise close supervision in order to achieve their objectives. The American democratic
system of government involves checks and balances, and requires that presidents and their
Cabinet go beyond their own interests. By fostering consultation and participation in
decision-making, presidents can better tap others’ interests and promote the common good
(Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Keeley, 1995). Given the complexity of the Administration, it
might be more advisable to use subordinates’ competencies as well. Therefore, presidents
who are high in n Ach may not respond to constituents’ needs and adopt a consultative and
participative style. As a consequence, need for achievement will be negatively related to
presidential servant-leadership performance.

Therefore, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 4: There is a negative relationship between need for achievement

and presidential performance.

Need for affiliation

Need for affiliation (n AfY) relates to one's concern with establishing, maintaining and
restoring close personal and emotional relationships with others (McClelland, 1985).
Individuals who are high in n Aff tend to avoid conflict and competition with others. They
present a strong conformity with the desires of their friends, and want to please them even if
it involves non-ethical actions. In politics, need for affiliation is associated with scandals and
decisions that are not optimal. For example, Richard Nixon had a high need for affiliation
and was introverted (Winter et al., 1998). He wanted affection and friendship in his close
interpersonal relationships, but was also ill at ease in many interpersonal situations. This
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contributed to his mishandling of key issues in his administration, which hindered its
continuity. Leaders who are high in n Aff may not make objective and optimal decisions on
the basis of priorities, but rather try to conform to the wishes of their relatives and friends. In
conflict and crisis management, putting the emphasis on friendship might lead to
misjudgment and negative consequences for constituents. Therefore, presidents who have a
high need for affiliation might not be able to act in an ethical manner and consider all
constituents’ needs. McClelland (1975) hypothesized that need for affiliation interacts with
need for power in predicting leadership outcomes. This hypothesis was not empirically
tested. Therefore, it will be verified in this research. Furthermore, statistical tests will be
conducted to investigate whether need for affiliation has a positive or negative moderating
effect.

Therefore, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 5: There is a negative relationship between need for affiliation

and presidential performance.

Hypothesis 6: When presidents are high in n Aff, there is a negative

relationship between need for power and performance. When presidents are

low in n Aff, there is a positive relationship between need for power and

performance.

Political beliefs

Rockeach (1968: 123-124) defines a belief system as “the total universe of a person’s
beliefs about the physical world, the social world, and the self.” Political beliefs refer to the
political world, including instrumental beliefs about the best way to achieve one’s goals
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(George, 1969; Larson, 1994). The term belief system refers to both cognitive schemas and
preferences. Schemas enable an individual to classify and treat incoming information using
his past experience. Political preferences guide one’s behavior (Taber, 1992). According to
Power (1973), there are general beliefs and specific beliefs pertaining to policy preferences.
Specific beliefs refer to the perception of specific policies; general beliefs refer to the
perception of the society and human nature. Specific beliefs are tied to specific objects;
general beliefs are tied to guiding principles that are reflected in one’s actions. These beliefs
are associated with one’s self-system. An individual has a conception of his “self”, which
encompasses beliefs about his role in the world. General beliefs conceming one’s self, others,
and the society are associated with stable dispositions in one’s relationships with others
(Clark, 2000). In this research, the focus is on preferences rather than schemas. Furthermore, I
concentrate on general beliefs that can be inferred from one’s behaviors (Read et al., 1990). [
am interested in how typical a behavior is of a general belief. For example, beliefs concerning
others’ intention may be associated with one’s tendency to manifest hostility. Beliefs
concerning human nature and the society may reflect in one’s disposition to tolerate
differences, and take responsibility toward the global community (Clark, 2000; Kuzma,
1996). Null and Smead (1971) found that the beliefs in the nature of man and society were
positively related to leaders’ tolerance of uncertainty, tolerance of freedom, and consideration
as measured by the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire. General beliefs are not
directly related to the structure of policy attitudes, which are shaped by ideological
considerations (Sulfaro, 1997). However, general beliefs underlie guiding principles, and
foster one’s dispositions in his relations with others (Clark, 2000). Virtuous dispositions
should be associated with one’s general beliefs. Virtuous dispositions enable leaders to
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exercise clear judgment, and develop the strengths that are essential to carry out their duties.
Servant-leaders should have a set of general beliefs pertaining to their role in the world, and
conception of the world. These beliefs should be associated with presidential perception of
political issues and consistency of actions. By extension, it is inferred that general beliefs
have an influence on presidential servant-leadership behavior and performance. A lack of
consistent beliefs about the world is associated with the narcissistic personality (Post, 1993).
When leaders are high in narcissism their beliefs tend to shift and should be viewed as
*“calculated for effect” (Post, 1993: 110). A lack of consistent beliefs about the world is also
associated with opportunism, instrumentality, self-interest, sophistry, and pretense (Bass &
Steidlmeier, 1999; Post, 1993). It is assumed in this dissertation that leaders’ general beliefs
reflect stable personality characteristics. Servant-leaders should have a positive conception of
their role in the world and others’ intentions. They should have a positive view of the world,
and hold an ideal that reflects the nation’s Zeitgeist.

In brief, the beliefs that are investigated in this dissertation are general core political
beliefs and trait beliefs, rather than situational beliefs. They are part of the stable
characteristics of presidential personality attributes. Five sets of political beliefs are studied:
beliefs concerning one’s role in the world, beliefs concemning peace, beliefs concerning
others’ intentions and behaviors, beliefs in service to others, and idealism versus self-interest.

Positive beliefs concerning one’s contribution to the world should be reflected in one’s
concerns for others’ needs, and interests in determining objectives, and selecting means to
achieve the ends. Presidents should have a constructive vision of their role and positive
conception of the world. Their view should extend beyond pragmatic considerations, and
reflect an idealistic perspective for constituents. The idealistic perspective refers to a vision
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that goes beyond self-interested concemns as driving forces. Servant-leaders should believe
that their aims are to serve others. Beliefs in service to others should impact on constituents’
well-being.

Beliefs in negative intentions of others should hinder proper cooperation in solving
problems. These beliefs might indicate that the president is paranoid or suspicious. Beliefs in
others’ positive intentions would rather reflect in one’s confidence and cooperation with
others. Beliefs in others’ positive intentions should not be confused with lack of discernment
or naivety. One can be prudent and acute, and still hold positive beliefs concermning others’
intentions and behaviors. Beliefs in peaceful resolution of conflict are opposed to seeking war.
Peaceful dispositions should reflect in presidential cooperation with other nations and entities.
When presidents seek mutual security and cooperative relationships, there should be positive
consequences for other nations and the United States.

Therefore, it is hypothesized from the discussion above:

Hypothesis 7: When presidents hold positive political beliefs, they are more

likely to act as servant-leaders. Therefore, there should be a positive

relationship between presidential core political beliefs and servant-leadership

behaviors.

Responsibility values

Servant-leadership involves the pursuit of value in the world, which extends beyond
the development of codes of ethics or standards (Srivastva, 1988). It requires leader integrity,
which depends on moral values. Servant-leaders should refer to values in determining a
course of actions, transcend sheer pragmatism, and articulate a vision that is aimed at
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increasing the collective good (Frost & Egri, 1990). These end values should reflect the
prosocial orientation of leaders. As described previously, these end values are at the core of
the servant-leadership visionary process.

Servant-leaders should also have a set of instrumental values that serve to
operationalize the vision. Moral imperatives should guide leaders’ actions in realizing the
valued end-state. Responsibility values refer to people’s mental programs, modes of conduct,
and conceptions of the desirable (Hofstede, 1980; Winter & Barenbaum, 1985).
Responsibility values are instrumental values in the sense that they are instrumental in
realizing one’s desirable end-state. Responsibility values precede leaders’ behaviors aimed at
realizing end-state valued goals.

Responsibility values refer to the ethical aspect of one’s behavior. They are associated
with self-control, awareness of the consequences of one’s actions, inner obligation to do what
is right, and accountability (Winter, 1992). Responsibility values reflect in prosocial behavior
which involves “taking the responsibility of others” (Winter, 1992: 500). They are cognitive
in the sense that there is a rational component involved in evaluating and determining one’s
obligations.

Winter and Barenbaum (1985) identified five dimensions pertaining to the construct of
responsibility values by content analyzing thematic apperceptive stories of college students.
First, moral standard refers to an abstract standard of morality or legality. Second, obligation
refers to one’s obligation to act either out of inner obligation or impersonal imperatives.
Third, self-judgment refers to one’s critical evaluation of one’s own character. Fourth,
concern for others is associated with concern for helping or showing sympathetic concern for
another. It refers to “an altruism that is oriented toward the consequences of the future”
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(Winter, 1992: 502). Finally, concemn about the consequences of one’s actions refers to one’s
self-evaluation.

Winter (1992) performed several factor analyses with large samples and obtained two
separate clusters that correspond to a rational moral imperative dimension, and a motivational
dimension. The first cluster is composed of moral standard, obligation, and self-judgment.
These components refer to the responsibility of one’s actions with reference to social
standards, impersonal imperatives, and critical judgment about one’s behavior. The second
cluster encompasses an altruistic component. Winter’s (1992) scoring procedures include a
measure of the cognitively transformed need for altruism. However, his work was inductive
and exploratory. As a consequence, he did not anticipate a motivational component in his
measurement. In this dissertation, [ created a specific procedure for measuring the altruistic
need, which is based on deductive reasoning. For the analysis of responsibility values, [ am
concerned with the first cluster of values which refer to the morality of one’s actions,
obligation, and self-judgment. These values are associated with the selection of the means that
are used to achieve the valued end-state. Moral standard, obligation, and self-judgment should
precede servant-leadership behavior in that they determine the manner in which leaders
behave in carrying out their responsibilities.

Therefore, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 8: When presidents are high in responsibility values, they should

be more likely to exhibit servant-leadership behaviors. Therefore, there

should be a positive relationship between presidential responsibility values

and servant-leadership behaviors.
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Personality traits

McCrae and Costa (1996) see traits as basic tendencies. Traits are also defined as
“habitual patterns of cognition, affect, and behavior” (Emmons, 1989: 32). For example,
extraversion refers to a pattern of elements that are interrelated: behaviors (e.g., talking to
people newly met), feelings (e.g., joy), and cognitions (e.g., optimistic expectations) (Winter
et al., 1998). At a surface, it is a stylistic manifestation of the personality of an individual
(McClelland, 1951). Traits are inferred by the observation of consistency in behaviors
(Winter et al., 1998). They refer to individual differences in adverbial quality. They explain a
behavior by linking a particular occurrence of it to a general behavioral pattern. Traits differ
from needs that explain a behavior by the ends toward which they tend (Winter et al., 1998).
Traits refer to the personality style. General patterns of leadership behavior may be associated
with various leadership styles. Personality differences give rise to different patterns of
leadership (Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987; Popper, 2000).

In this section, [ am interested in personality traits that are inferred from consistency in
behaviors. Traits, that can establish the discriminant validity of servant-leadership and its
related concepts, are selected for the purpose of investigating how servant-leadership differs
from charismatic leadership.

As mentioned in the conceptual development, charismatic leadership may reflect a
socialized or personalized orientation. The personalized charismatic orientation is associated
with the narcissistic personality (Popper, 2000). Narcissistic leaders may engage in
impression management to self-aggrandize. They are more concerned with “appearance than
substance” (Post, 1993: 103). They are self-absorbed and fail to empathize with others.
Therefore, leaders who have a personalized orientation would tend to be less altruistic than
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leaders who have a socialized orientation. As a consequence, they would use their charisma to
astound followers, who are ideal-hungry and admire idealized others (Deluga, 1997) rather
than serve constituents. Narcissism might predispose leaders to use Machiavellian strategies
of influence. Machiavellianism is characterized by a lack of affect in interpersonal
relationships, low concern with morality, and low ideological commitment (McHoskey,
Worzel, & Szyarto, 1998). Machiavellian leaders have a grandiose sense of self-worth and
can be impressive and charming in short-term encounters (McHoskey et al., 1998). Servant-
leaders should have high altruistic concerns and use ethical means to achieve their ends. They
would be unlikely to use Machiavellian techniques to achieve their ends. The conception of
their self in politics is connected to the needs of others. Therefore, servant-leaders would not
concentrate on their egotistic needs, but on what they can do to uplift constituents. Servant-
leadership should be negatively related with charisma, impression management, narcissism,
and Machiavellianism. Therefore, these concepts are investigated to assess the discriminant

validity of servant-leadership related concepts.

Charisma and impression management

Charisma constitutes an important personality trait in the study of leadership
performance (e.g., Deluga, 1997; House et al., 1991). The concept of charisma refers to the
rhetorical skills, public appearance, and visions of leaders. In this research, an attempt is made
to analyze the nature of charismatic leadership effect on performance outcomes. Philosophical
assumptions underlying the concept of servant-leadership orient the development of
hypotheses conceming the nature of charismatic leadership effects on presidential
performance. In this research, it is hypothesized that charismatic leadership has a negative
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relationship with servant-leadership, because these concepts were developed on the basis of
opposed philosophical assumptions. It is assumed that charismatic leadership does not have a
positive relationship with moral needs, which determine the socialized orientation of leaders.
Leaders who are high in charisma are hypothesized to be more self-interested, which means
that they would take actions aimed at satisfying their personal interests through the
achievement of organizational goals. Charismatic leaders care about others’' needs and
interests as long as it is necessary for the achievement of their personal objectives. On
occasion, charismatic leaders might utilize others as means to achieve their ends, use
manipulative techniques to influence others, and engage in impression management to self-
aggrandize. They act as pseudo-transformational idealized leaders (Bass & Steidlmeier,
1999).

Presidential charisma is related to greatness (House et al., 1991). However, the nature
of the charismatic leadership influence has not been studied. The ethicality of the means and
morality of the ends were not considered in analyzing leadership performance. It is assumed
in this research that the relationship between charisma and presidential performance might
reflect a social construction of presidents who is shared by a cultural entity. Furthermore,
measures of presidential charisma tap adverbial descriptions of leaders, which might be linked
to the social construction of presidents.

Measures of charisma mostly concentrate on the spectacular aspects of the presidential
role. For example, Simonton's (1988) measure of charisma includes items such as: "keeps in
contact with the American public and its moods", "uses rhetoric effectively”, "is adynamo of
energy and determination”, "enjoys the ceremonial aspects of the office” (Deluga, 1997: 54).
These measures reflect personality traits pertaining to the external appearance of leaders.
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House et al. (1991) found a strong positive relationship between need for power and
charisma. Presidents who have high need for power might feel more comfortable with the
ceremonial aspects of their role. Thus, they might use impression management techniques
more effectively. Consequently, presidents who are high in need for power and charisma
might be perceived as great (Murray & Blessing, 1983). This perceptual measure of greatness
says nothing about the socialized or personalized orientation of presidents. It does not provide
indicators of the extent to which presidents respond to constituents’ needs and interests, and
understand different ideologies. Thus, it can be assumed that it reflects an external image,
which is diffused in the literature.

Charismatic leaders engage in impression management to bolster their charismatic and
idealized image. When impression management is used in an unethical manner, it takes the
form of pretense. It is hard to draw the line between ethical and unethical impression
management techniques. Leaders can engage in impression management to provide identity
images of credibility and moral worth (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999). On the surface, these
identity images might appear authentic. However, leaders might also self-aggrandize by
exaggerating their exploits. They might use convenient proverbs to justify their actions, and
appear consistent and credible. However, they might change their positions and commitments
as circumstances change (Post, 1993). This lack of consistency reflects a lack of moral
character. The moral character and virtues of leaders are “displayed in actions not mere
words” (Bass & Steidimeier, 1999: 197). Servant-leaders are not likely to engage in
impression management as a strategy to self-aggrandize. They are not likely to polish their
appearance but, rather, concentrate on truth telling regardless of its impact on their public
image.
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The measure used for impression management is poise and polish (Simonton, 1986),
which reflects the extent to which presidents are poised, polished, sophisticated, formal,
mannerly, and tactful as opposed to simple, informal, unassuming, coarse, and loyal. Servant-
leaders concentrate on others’ needs. They show a lack of concem for their “self”’, and
provide service to others. They are not likely to engage in impression management to polish
their appearance like charismatic leaders would do.

Therefore, it is hypothesized from the discussion above:

Hypothesis 9: Impression management and charisma will be negatively

related to servant-leadership behaviors and moral needs.

Narcissism

The essential features of the narcissistic personality are a “grandiose sense of self
importance or uniqueness and preoccupation with fantasies of unlimited success and power;
hypersensitivity to criticism; and a lack of empathy” (Post, 1993: 100). The narcissistic
individual is self-centered and fails to empathize with others. Leaders who are narcissistic
have a mirror-hungry personality (Deluga, 1997; Post, 1993). They require a “continuous
stream of admiration” to uplift their grandiose “self” (Post, 1993:115). The narcissistic leader
has an overt inflated self and fantasies of power and brilliance. The narcissistic leader shows
entitlement and invulnerability. However, his external “self” hides a covert aspect of his
personality. The narcissistic leader is hypersensitive and has a feeling of inferiority and
worthlessness, which makes him strive constantly for strength and glory (Post, 1993). The
extreme self-confidence that is displayed by the narcissistic leader is a mask. In fact,
narcissistic leaders suffer from inner doubt. The projected image of strength and grandiosity
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of narcissistic leaders will be attractive to followers who are ideal-hungry and have a weak
ego (Kohut, 1972).

Narcissistic leaders might become “destructive charismatic” (Volkan, 1980). In such
a case, they will project the covert devalued part of themselves onto an external target, such
as an enemy or outsider (Lindholm, 1990). They will express a need to attack others. In the
case of malignant narcissism, leaders might attack their target of aggression. Narcissistic
rage can occur especially when leaders are obsessed with revenge and suffer from paranoia.
The need for revenge, attack for righting a wrong will be linked with a specific target of
aggression (Kohut, 1972). This need for revenge is associated with a flaw in the ego of the
narcissistic leader. When a leader has charisma and is high in malignant narcissism, he might
proclaim that he wants to protect some constituents or the nation, act according to moral
principles, and attack the target of aggression. For example, Saddam Hussein was found to
have a malignant narcissistic personality by Post (1991). Saddam Hussein showed
misjudgment in his analysis of the enemy and exaggerated his degree of influence on other
nations. Ideal-hungry followers acquired an extended “self’ that was merged with his
identity as a leader in a self-object relationship. From an external point of view, Saddam
projected an image of strength and invincibility that provided an idealized object to ideal-
hungry followers. Saddam used his followers and claims of moral imperatives to execute his
plans during the Gulf crisis. His attacks were the materialization of his narcissistic rage.

It is important to notice that narcissism might be positively related to protective
governance as in the case of Saddam. However, this relationship should not be interpreted as
an indicator that narcissistic leaders display moral motives. Their discourse is calculated for
effect. Although they may overtly show enthusiasm for moral matters, they are not
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committed to any moral standards. As mentioned previously, they do not have a set of stable
political beliefs. Consequently, on the surface, they might express a need to protect others or
the nation, but this should be interpreted as an indicator of narcissistic rage or projection of
an idealized self.

According to Holland (1985), there are two types of narcissism: adaptive and
maladaptive. Most politicians would manifest high levels of adaptive narcissism (Emmons,
1984). Emmons (1987) found that some dimensions of narcissism are adaptive (e.g.,
leadership/authority, superiority/arrogance, and self-absorption/self-admiration) while
another dimension is clearly maladaptive (exploitativeness/entitlement). Adaptive narcissism
is positively related to optimism (Hickman, Watson, & Morris, 1996) and need for power
(Carroll, 1987). Adaptive narcissism might be advantageous to individuals in occupational
situations that require leadership (Hill & Yousey, 1999).

Deluga (1997) found that charisma was positively related to narcissism, as measured

by the Narcissistic Personality Inventory. Narcissism has seven dimensions:

"authority (seeking leadership positions), exhibitionism (enjoying being the
center of attention), superiority (viewing oneself as a special person),
entitlement (possessing a strong need for power), exploitativeness
(persuading others to reach goals, often for selfish gains), self-sufficiency
(displaying a high need for achievement), and vanity (judging oneself as

physically attractive)” (Deluga, 1997: 50).

Presidents who are high in charisma might be narcissistic mirror-hungry leaders who
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try to increase their self-esteem (Deluga, 1997 after Kohut, 1971; 1976). Thus, leaders who
are high in narcissism might be motivated to protect and augment their "self". These leaders
would be likely to use impression management in order to satisfy their egotistic needs.
Therefore, there should be a positive relationship between narcissism, charisma, and
impression management. When leaders are high in narcissism, charisma, and impression
management, they are not likely to play the servant-leadership role in their relations with
constituents. They will tend to focus on their personal interests and objectives. Their ultimate
goal is to augment their “self”.

Narcissism is positively related to measures of greatness (Deluga, 1997). Perceived
greatness might be influenced by leaders' exhibitionism and vanity, because these traits
would affect how people perceive the personality of leaders. The overt and covert aspects of
the narcissistic personality of leaders reflect the split between the good and the bad into the
“me” and “not me” (Post, 1986). Narcissistic leaders integrate in their overt self what they
consider “good” or “perfect”. They develop an ideal or grandiose self which is unrealistic
(Post, 1986). This ideal reflects in the social construction of leaders who is shared by a
cultural entity. This social construction might influence people’s perception of leaders’
greatness.

In practice, narcissistic leaders might deny the usefulness of constituents' input in
decision-making, have difficulties considering others’ needs and interests, lack empathy, and
be subject to groupthink (Janis, 1972). In periods of crisis, the decision-making process
might be hampered by the sense of “omnipotence and invulnerability” of narcissistic leaders,
which might contribute to the development of over optimism that characterizes groupthink
(Post, 1993). Servant-leadership requires that leaders consider constituents’ input in
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decision-making, analyze others’ needs and interests, and exercise clear judgment in
assessing external threats. Servant-leaders should not devalue others’ ideas and capabilities
but, rather, take into consideration their concerns and solutions. They should foster
participation in decision-making and encourage exchange of ideas. Servant-leaders should
empathize with others, have positive concerns for others, and demonstrate openness to
foreign ideologies. These dispositions contrast with the excessive dogmatism of narcissistic
leaders (e.g., Post, 1993), lack of empathic reasoning, and concemns for others’ needs.

Therefore, it is hypothesized in this research:

Hypothesis 10: Narcissism is positively related to charisma and impression

management.

Hypothesis 11: Narcissism is negatively related to servant-leadership,

empathy and need for altruism.

Machiavellianism

Machiavellianism is defined as a “strategy of social conduct that involves
manipulating others for personal gain, often against (others’) interest” (Wilson, Near, &
Miller, 1996: 285). Narcissism might predispose a leader to use manipulative techniques in
interpersonal relationships, which reflect a propensity to act in a Machiavellian manner
(McHoskey, 1995). Machiavellianism and narcissism have some features in common. A lack
of empathic concern, dominance, arrogance, and a lack of interpersonal warmth characterize
the interpersonal relationships of individuals who are high in Machiavellianism and
narcissism (McHoskey, 1995 after Bradlee & Emmons, 1992; and Gurtman, 1991,1992).
Indeed, McHoskey (1995) found a positive relationship between Machiavellianism and the
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maladaptive dimension of narcissism. Leaders who are high in Machiavellianism (high-
Mach) and narcissism do not respond to constituents’ needs and interests. They have a
tendency to concentrate on their personal interests and show a lack of consideration for
others. Therefore, it is expected that high-Mach leaders will not adopt a consultative and
participative style, empower others, cooperate with other entities, behave in an ethical
manner (Hegarty and Sims, 1978, 1979), and act according to clear principles of governance.
Furthermore, high-Mach leaders will not hold political beliefs and values that are consistent
with servant-leadership. High-Mach leaders will be genuinely cooperative only when it is
advantageous to them. One “should regard Machiavellianism as a kind of master strategy
that includes both cooperative and defecting sub-strategies, plus a system of rules for when
to use them” (Wilson et al., 1996: 287). High-Mach leaders are concerned with acting the
right way in the right situation, rather than doing what is morally good. Therefore, one
should expect high-Mach leaders to follow a double standard (Nair, 1994; Wilson et al.,
1996). For example, they might display loyalty to members of their group, while
manipulating members of out-groups (Wilson et al., 1996).

Situational constraints might hinder or facilitate high-Mach leaders’ strategies. It was
found that high-Mach sales agents are more effective in loosely structured organizations than
in tightly structured organizations (Shultz, 1993). Gleason, Seaman, and Hollander (1978)
proposed that in a situation of high task structure, where there is little ambiguity and
opportunity for manipulation, low-Machs would outperform high-Machs. Furthermore, high-
Mach leaders will be more effective than low-Mach leaders when situations are emotionally
charged. In brief, high-Mach leaders will be more effective when: (1) there are face-to-face
interactions, (2) there is ambiguity, (3) situations are emotionally charged, (4) there are

59



opportunities for manipulation, and (5) organizations are loosely structured.

Congress is an “intricate, complex institution” (Starling, 1996). The House and the
Senate have their own set of formal rules, and procedures. Congress is highly decentralized,
and power is widely dispersed (Starling, 1996). Thus, it can be conceived as a tightly
structured organization that involves coordination among various autonomous units. The
political process is complex and provides latitude to high-Mach presidents. Given the
structure of Congress, it is logical to expect that high-Mach presidents would have
difficulties in coping with Congress, which might preclude the adoption of their legislative
program and hinder their performance. High-Mach presidents might counterbalance this
difficulty by taking advantage of their latitude and exercising direct influence on specific
Congress members in order to capitalize on Congress member influence on various
committees. Therefore, it is inferred that high-Mach presidents will tend to meet Congress
members on an individual basis. They might give individualized consideration to Congress
members who are likely to promote their views.

Machiavellianism is associated with superficial charm and a grandiose sense of self-
worth. Leaders who are impressive and charming in short-term encounters and display
grandiosity are more likely to be appealing to people than leaders who are less grandiose
(McHoskey, Worzel & Szyarto, 1998). Therefore, it is expected that leaders, who are high in
charisma and Machiavellianism, would tend to be more appealing to people. High-Mach
leaders combine this ability to manage their appearance with the ability to maintain a “cool
and aloof posture toward others” (McHoskey et al., 1998: 197). This ability allows them to
create doubts in the mind of others who have difficulty knowing where they stand vis-a-vis
the leaders. When leaders are high in Machiavellianism and have high latitude for social
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improvisation, they manipulate others in a successful manner (McHoskey et al., 1998). These
leaders are high self-monitors who use impression management strategies in social
interactions. Their focus is on the self during social interactions rather than on the interaction
partner as would normally be the case of high self-monitoring individuals (Fehr, Samsom, &
Paulhus, 1992). Leaders who are high in Machiavellianism and self-monitoring project an
image of their self that is calculated for effect. They use impression management techniques
as means to augment their self. These techniques include conscious manipulation of one’s
facial expressions, manipulation of others’ emotions, hinting when convincing others, and
deceit (Fehr et al., 1992). By extension, it is assumed that high-Mach leaders would have
enough empathy to grasp and play with others’ feelings. According to Geis and Christie
(1970: 307), high Machs *‘are adept at getting what they want from others without overt
hostility””. That is, high-Machs know how to use others’ emotions in social interactions, and
provide convincing arguments. Followers might attribute charisma to leaders who use these
strategies. Indeed, the ability to make an emotional appeal and convince others is part of the
charismatic leadership role. This ability can be used in an ethical or unethical manner.

Therefore, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 12: Machiavellianism has a positive relationship with narcissism,

charisma, and impression management.

Hypothesis 13: Machiavellianism has a negative relationship with servant-

leadership, empathy, and need for altruism.

The previous section dealt with personality characteristics of leaders, and presented
hypotheses aimed at understanding and discriminating among servant-leadership related
concepts. Before introducing the consequences of servant-leadership for constituents, [ will
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present briefly some situational constraints that might encourage or hinder servant-leadership
behavior and moderate its impact on leaders’ performance. The next section is exploratory,
and focuses on structural and situational constraints that are specific to the Administration of
American presidents. Two frameworks are used to understand the role of constraints. An
adaptive-reactive framework is proposed to analyze the impact of situational and structural
constraints on servant-leadership related concepts. A contingency framework is used to
determine whether some situational constraints interact with servant-leadership related

concepts in predicting presidential performance (Osborm & Hunt, 1975).

Situational constraints

Research in organizational behavior “has been shaped and dominated by individuals
with psychological training” (Johns, 1991:99). Individual differences pertaining to
personality characteristics and cognitive and behavioral styles have been emphasized in the
study of leadership. Situational and structural constraints have been downplayed (Johns,
1991). A universal approach to leadership, which states that leaders can influence
organizational results regardless of situational constraints has been widely used in leadership
research (e.g., Bass, 1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1987; House, 1977). The contingency
approach (e.g., Hersey & Blanchard, 1988; Vroom & Jago, 1988) focused on the
interventions of leaders. For example, Hersey and Blanchard (1988) presented a situational
leadership theory that provides guidance to leaders who must adapt their strategies to
subordinates’ commitment, competence, and performance. Vroom and Jago (1988)
concentrated on leaders’ goals and suggested decision-making strategies aimed at achieving
these goals. Decision-making strategies depend on the structure of problems and contextual
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factors. Kerr and Jermier (1978) took a different perspective, and studied organizational and
structural factors that might substitute for or neutralize leadership practices. Apart from a
few exceptions (e.g., Bass & Valenzi, 1974), theories on constraints in the field of leadership
have overlooked macro variables such as conflict among organizational units and
environmental complexity. Given the scope of this dissertation, macro constraints are
investigated.

The current research is exploratory. Two different alternative frameworks are
proposed for analyzing the effects of macro situational or structural constraints. First, an
adaptive-reactive framework (Osborn & Hunt, 1975) is proposed for understanding how
presidential leadership might differ according to various circumstances. That is, the focus is
on the effects of macro variables on servant-leadership related concepts and performance.
Under this framework, situational or structural constraints would have a direct impact on the
occurrence of servant-leadership behaviors. Given the external circumstances, presidents
would be more or less likely to perform the servant-leadership role.

As mentioned in the theoretical development, needs are primed by external cues that
might reflect situational constraints. As a consequence, the extent to which situational
constraints have an impact on the expression of presidential needs is investigated to
understand whether presidential needs refer essentially to individual differences or reflect
responses to situational constraints.

A second framework, based on the contingency approach, is suggested to assess
whether situational or structural constraints might interact with servant-leadership related
concepts in predicting presidential performance. From a contingency approach perspective, it
is expected that there will be significant interaction terms. That is, the impact of servant-
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leadership on presidential performance is moderated by some situational variables.

There are several situational constraints that presidents must cope with during their
mandate. Some are known at the beginning of their mandate when they take office. Others
will occur during their mandate. For example, the composition of Congress is known before
presidents take office. Depending on their position vis-a-vis Congress, presidents might
adapt their leadership style to fit the requirements of the time. Presidents can be evaluated by
examining whether they run with or counter to the grain of history (Crockett, 2000, after
Neustadt, 1990). According to Skowronek (1993), there are different leadership styles
appropriate for different times. A specific time period is characterized by the power situation
of a president, his party, and political context. When presidents are opposed to the reigning
governing political philosophy of their time, they act as opposition leaders (Crockett, 2000).
This situation is more likely to occur when presidents are aligned with a minority party.
When a party has control over the White House and Congress, it is a majority party. If it does
not have control over Congress, it is a minority party, and the power structure is not
favorable. Presidents will have a hard time getting their governing philosophy through the
legislative branch. In such situation, they may represent both parties’ philosophies or attempt
to redefine politics in their favor. Presidents might focus on incremental changes that reflect
both parties’ concerns. They might focus on policy that reflects the popular will, protection
of liberty and civil rights, and security of the nation. Such policy is embedded in the prime
objective of the presidency (Tulis, 1987). As a strategy, presidents would not engage in open
warfare with the majority party, but rather seek a more tempered political agenda by
pursuing greater efficiency and moderating a strong legislature (Crockett, 2000). However,
presidents might provoke a major change in political era. For example, Ronald Reagan was
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in a minority position, and managed to redefine the political era using his “Reaganomics™ to
intend to beat inflation.

Using an adaptive-reactive framework, it is expected that a minority position will
have a negative impact on presidential effectiveness. Presidents who perform the servant-
leadership role integrate various constituents’ interests and ideologies in their vision. When
presidents decide to represent both parties’ concerns as an adaptive strategy, they should
integrate various constituents’ points of view in their policy. However, presidents who are
servant-leaders would not compromise their principles but, rather, implement a policy that
reflects absolute values that are inherent to the constitution. This lack of compromise might
yield performance results that are not optimal. It is proposed that when presidents play the
servant-leadership role and are in a minority position, they might be judged as less effective
from an external observer’s perspective.

Composition of Congress is known at the inauguration of a president. Therefore, it is
expected that presidential expression of needs in an inaugural address will be influenced by
the composition of Congress. If presidents use an adaptive-reactive strategy, they might
express more concerns for others’ needs as a means to signal their intention to integrate both
parties’ concermns in their agenda. When facing a majority position, presidents might express
more need for power. The relationship between composition of Congress and presidential
needs is investigated in order to determine whether presidential needs generally reflect
individual differences in personality profiles or situational constraints.

In brief, two different frameworks are proposed as alternative means to analyze the
effects of situational or structural constraints on servant-leadership related concepts. An
important constraint identified in this section pertains to the Composition of Congress:
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minority or majority party. From an adaptive-reactive framework, in which presidents are
expected to adapt their practices in terms of the situation, the occurrence of servant-
leadership behaviors should be directly affected by the composition of Congress. From a
contingency framework, situational or structural constraints would interact with servant-
leadership related concepts in predicting presidential performance.

Therefore, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 14: Composition of Congress will be related to servant-leadership

behavior and presidential performance.

Hypothesis 15: Composition of Congress will be related to the expression of

presidential needs.

Hypothesis 16: Composition of Congress will have a moderating effect on

the relationship between servant-leadership and presidential performance.

Composition of Congress constitutes an important structural constraint that presidents
have to cope with during their mandate. However, other situational constraints represent
opportunities for presidential exercise of discretionary power. One example is crises that
occur during the administration of a president. Crises constitute good opportunities to
exercise power in a socialized or personalized manner. Moreover, constituted power holders
can provoke crises. For example, in the case of the Cuban missile crisis, Allison (1969)
demonstrated that actions were the outcomes of the interactions among players who had
various parochial priorities, perceptions, and issues in mind. Given the divergent interests of
various players, actions do not necessarily reflect what anyone would have selected in terms
of actions to be taken (Allison, 1969). Crises are difficuit to handle due to the fact that
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various constituents have different stakes, interests, and power. In the case of the Cuban
missile crisis, if Kennedy had focused on the point of view of a group of players that
advocated an air strike, the crisis could have evolved into war.

Presidential needs refer to the general tendency to react in a certain manner to various
stimuli. Contrary to intentions that are related to specific situations, needs are goal-oriented.
Presidents who are usually concemed with others’ needs and interests should cope better
with crises. Presidents who are high in need for altruism should display empathy and grasp
others’ concerns and limitations. Need for altruism should be associated with presidential
judgment in assessing the potential consequences of their decisions. Similarly, when
presidents play the servant-leadership role they should integrate various constituents’ needs
and interests in their decisions and actions. Presidents who play the servant-leadership role
should exercise clear judgment and remain open to constituents’ ideologies while facing
crises. As a consequence, servant-leadership should prevent crises.

Therefore, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 17: Under crises, presidents who are high in need for altruism

should be more effective.

Hypothesis 18: Servant-leadership should prevent crisis. There should be a

negative relationship between servant-leadership and crisis.

It is possible that presidents act in an autocratic manner in periods of crisis. That is,
they might be less consultative and participative, and impose their decisions on constituents
because of their increased decision latitude. Presidents might capitalize on their charismatic
leadership influence to impose their visions, and might not act in an ethicai manner with all
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constituents who have a stake in their decisions. Indeed, Bass (1985) argued that crises are
prerequisite to the emergence of charismatic leadership. Furthermore, House et al. (1991)
found a positive relationship between crisis, behavioral charisma, and presidential
performance. Even if charisma is positively related to presidential performance, charismatic
leadership might not necessarily reflect a socialized orientation. For example, when

presidents use Machiavellian strategies of influence, it can be detrimental to the well being of

certain constituents.
Therefore, it is hypothesized:
Hypothesis 19: When presidents are high in Machiavellianism, crises will

present a negative relationship with presidential performance.

The American presidency has become more complex over the years. Presidential
relations with Congress are more difficult in the modern era. Television has contributed to
the independence of individual politicians who can build their “personal mass appeal”
(Starling, 1996: 236). When these politicians become candidates and arrive in Congress, they
“tend to be less responsive to party leaders” (Starling, 1996: 236). According to Starling
(1996: 235), presidents have two main strategies of influence: “‘going Washington” or ““going
public”. Given the nature of Congress, presidents increasingly go public to influence
Washington indirectly by influencing the public.

Presidents who decide to go public might use their charismatic leadership influence
to persuade Washington. Indeed, House et al. (1991) found a positive relationship between
charismatic leadership and the age of the Administration.

According to House et al. (1991), the ideal of the self-restrained statesman who
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awaited a “call to service from the people” has weakened. Thus, the *“value system
surrounding the presidency facilitated the emergence” of charismatic leadership (House et
al., 1991: 370). Would servant-leadership be a romance? Would that concept reflect the role
of the earliest presidents? It can be hypothesized that presidents of the modern era tend to be
less “servant” compared to presidents of previous eras. Perhaps modern presidents use more
Machiavellian strategies of influence and display less principle-guided actions to achieve
their objectives. However, one has witnessed major positive changes in the living conditions
of minorities and civil rights over the years. In this dissertation, the occurrence of servant-
leadership behaviors over the years is studied to assess whether servant-leadership is
bounded by the historical context of the Administration. If servant-leadership refers to a
universal concept, which is not bounded by historical context, there should be no specific
tendency in the occurrence of servant-leadership behaviors. If the ideal self-restrained
statesman refers to the older eras, there should be a negative relationship between servant-
leadership behaviors such as principle-guided actions and the years of the Administration.

Therefore, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 20: There is a negative relationship between servant-leadership

behaviors and the historical context reflected by the years of the

Administration.

Consequences

Presidential servant-leadership can be associated with several performance outcomes.
One of the most important features of servant-leadership is that leaders should be more
responsive to constituents’ needs and involve them in the decision-making process. As a
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consequence, there should be more institutionalized channels of participation, and servant-
leaders should align their policy with the needs of constituents. Thus, servant-leadership
should be positively related with effective policy. As mentioned previously, the term
effectiveness refers to the impact of leaders’ decisions and actions on constituents.
Consequences for constituents are defined in terms of benefits to constituents, cultural
communities, minorities, foreign countries and the nation. It refers to presidential
effectiveness in meeting high-priority collective needs and finding solutions to top-priority
problems. As mentioned by Starling (1996: 235), the “effectiveness of the presidency and the
capacity of any president to lead depends on focusing the nation’s political attention and its
energies on two or three top priorities.”

Moral empowerment is aimed at helping constituents share absolute values and
develop their inner strengths and freedom. This should translate into higher commitment to
the leader's vision and cooperation among constituents. Furthermore, through moral
empowerment, leaders provide means to constituents so that they can achieve their
objectives and realize the vision. Servant-leaders should give constituents help, and act as
facilitators when required, in order to get information from constituents and make them
communicate their needs, in order to develop an effective policy. Therefore, presidential
servant-leadership should be related to effective domestic and foreign policy.

In this research, analyses will concentrate on servant-leadership influence on
domestic and foreign policy effectiveness, and presidential servant-leadership effects on
constituents’ welfare.

Therefore, it is hypothesized from the general discussion above:

Hypothesis 21: Servant-leadership has a positive relationship with
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presidential domestic and foreign policy effectiveness.
Hypothesis 22: Servant-leadership has a positive relationship with

presidential performance outcomes for constituents.

1



Chapter Three

Methodology

Sample selection

The sample selected for this research meets three important criteria. First, it allows
for the identification of servant-leadership behaviors, responsibility values, political beliefs,
and moral needs. Second, it provides secondary data on related concepts in the field of
leadership that were validated in previous research, and that can be used to assess the
discriminant validity of servant-leadership related concepts. Third, American presidents
studied in the current research had a significant impact on various constituents.

The study of the American presidency is relevant for understanding servant-
leadership practices. Presidential behaviors are delineated by boundaries of actions and clear
principles of governance. Given the complexity of the Administration and widespread
consequences of presidential decisions and actions, it is possible to analyze the effects of
several servant-leadership practices on various outcomes. The role of presidents includes
several responsibilities such as policy-making and conflict and crisis management.
Presidential decisions are crucial for the well-being of various constituents. Therefore, the
study of American presidents provides a unique perspective on the analysis of servant-
leadership practices and impacts on constituents.

Deluga (1997), House et al. (1991), O'Connor et al. (1995), Simonton (1986; 1988),
Spangler & House (1991), and Winter (1987) used historical sources to obtain real-world
samples. Their research has ranged from studying leaders’ motives and leadership style
among American presidents (e.g., Winter, 1987) to the measurement of beliefs, motives, and
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self-system constructs of world historical figures in a diverse range of occupational domains,
including political, religious, business, and military (O'Connor et al., 1995). These
researchers have demonstrated that it is possible to identify concrete leadership behavior and
test leadership models using historical sources of data.

The use of secondary data is important for two reasons. First, data have been
collected by several independent researchers who have created and followed their specific
procedures, used several data sources and measuring instruments. If I had collected all data,
strong relationships among variables might be due to the use of procedures that are carried
within the same context. Second, using secondary data helps to avoid potential confounding
effects related to common-method response bias which may inflate true relationships among
leadership variables hypothesized to be related to the concept of servant-leadership, and its
antecedents or consequences. Because these data have been generated by different groups of
researchers using several sources of data and different methods, using their data in this
research while controlling for potential biases helps to avoid confounding effects.

The servant-leadership model implies that leaders’ needs and behaviors are related to
their performance outcomes. Therefore, leaders selected for this research must hold a formal
position of power and exercise influence over decisions of prime importance for constituents.

The American presidents are subjects for this research. Presidents who were not
elected (John Tyler, Millard Fillmore, Andrew Johnson, Chester A. Arthur, and Gerald R.
Ford) are not included in the sample because their moral needs could not be assessed due to
the fact that they did not present an inaugural address. The 35 elected presidents from
Washington to Bush (1789-1989) are included in the sample. President Clinton is not
included because he was still holding office at the beginning of this investigation.
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Historiometric methods

Historiometric methods are used to evaluate the hypothesized relationships among
the variables. This methodology involves content analysis and the use of adapted
psychological instruments with biographical matenal, personality profiles, and inaugural
addresses. Secondary data are used when available to test the hypothesized relationships
among concepts. Questionnaires are developed to measure presidential servant-leadership
behaviors, domestic and foreign policy effectiveness, and impact on constituents.

This study constitutes a nomothetic account of presidential needs, beliefs, values,
behavioral leadership, and performance that ties historiometry to the use of psychometry to
test the hypotheses. As defined by Simonton (1990: 3), "Historiometrics is a scientific
discipline in which nomothetic hypotheses about human behavior are tested by applying
quantitative analyses to data concerning historical individuals.” Therefore, this research is
aimed at identifying specific relationships among variables and does not involve idiographic

accounts focusing on the intensive examination of each president over time.

Data

In the current research, the measurement of variables involves the transformation of
qualitative sources of information into quantitative data. Nominal scales are used to code
source material in the case of altruism and responsibility values. Likert-type scales are used
to rate presidents on empathy, beliefs, servant-leadership behavior, and social performance.

Data collection involves several control procedures in order to avoid confounding
effects due to variables that might be related to servant-leadership behavior, and its
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antecedents and/or consequences such as composition of Congress, crises, and time. Time
has been related to needs and performance (House et al., 1991). Therefore, the period used to
assess presidential performance is restricted to the first term of office. Crises are also related
to presidential performance (House et al., 1991). Thus, measures of crises that take into
account their respective weight in the course of history are used to provide information on
the historical context. Composition of Congress refers to the structure of power of an
Administration vis-a-vis the legislative branch. Thus, it might be related to several concepts
and create confounding effects.

Data collection procedures are controlled in order to avoid common-method variance.
The common-method may be a single questionnaire or document used to derive independent
and dependent variables, a single rater or set of raters who assess all variables that need to be
scored, or a single context in which all data are generated or coded (House et al., 1991).

Data are derived from several material sources. Scoring procedures are applied by
different coders working separately. Presidents are rated using separate instruments
measuring independent concepts. Independent groups of raters provide presidential scores on
these concepts. Secondary data were produced in different contexts and assessed by different

groups of coders or raters working under the supervision of different groups of researchers.

Historical source documents

Biographies

Biographies on American presidents are utilized to identify critical incidents
reflecting the servant-leadership concept. A selection of scholarly biographies was made
using a three-stage process. In the first step, the most recent fact book that contains dates,
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events, policies, and major accomplishments of each president (DeGregorio, 1997) was used
to build a comprehensive chronology of events and accomplishments for each president
(Simonton, 1990). Second, biographies were surveyed to assess the extent to which their
scope is comprehensive by comparing them with their respective chronology.
Comprehensiveness of scope was also determined by coverage of multiple events,
accomplishments, decisions, and performance outcomes reflecting the servant-leadership
concept.

Presidential biographies were used to generate critical incidents based on a priori
selected indicators of servant-leadership dimensions. These indicators and critical incidents
were synthesized in order to build the American Presidential Management Inventory
(APMI). The scope of biographies does not have to be inclusive of all events but, rather, be
representative of the universe of potential inferences about the concept under study
(Krippendorff, 1980). In other words, construct validity, which refers to the construction of a
valid analytical operationalization of the concept of servant-leadership, is of a higher concern
here than sampling validity, which refers to the potential number of events or behaviors in
the selected biographies. The connection between some significant indicators pertaining to
the concept and the data determines the relevance of the biographical material (Andrén,
1981).

Third, authors’ perspectives are assessed (e.g., admiring, critical, calculatedly
balanced) to determine the extent to which information is presented in terms that reflect
biased interpretations rather than objective assessments of historical events (Simonton,
1988). Although historical events can only be recaptured from various subjective sources of
information that are bounded by the context in which they have been constructed (Simonton,
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1990), it is possible to control for biases by excluding biographies of authors such as
executives, spouses, or close relatives that would present potentially idiosyncratic
perspectives of presidents. Finally, biographers have to present strong credentials relevant to
historical or political scholarship. In total, one or two biographies for each president were

used to identify relevant critical incidents relative to the servant-leadership construct.

Personality profiles

Simonton's (1986; 1988) personality profiles are employed to assess presidential
political beliefs. These beliefs constitute stable characteristics of the personality of an
individual, hence, they can be assessed like other personality factors using the profiles.

Simonton built the profiles by abstracting personality descriptions verbatim from
seven biographical reference works (Armbruster, 1982; Bailey, 1980; 1981; Boller, 1981;
Current Biography, 1940-1983; Encyclopedia Britannica, 1974; Whitney, 1982). He
removed all identifying material and transcribed the raw data on large index cards. The cards
were resorted in a random order to further diminish the possibility to identify presidents
being rated. His preliminary tests indicated that the raters did not identify which entries
belonged to which president. In this research, the same process is used to avoid biased
assessments of presidential beliefs.

These profiles have been used to assess various personality factors among presidents
such as narcissism, Machiavellianism, neurotism, charisma, and creativity using instruments
such as the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI) and the Gough Adjectives Checklist
(Deluga, 1997; Simonton, 1986; 1988). Therefore, personality profiles contain enough
information on presidential characteristics to rate the above-mentioned beliefs.
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Inaugural addresses

Presidents’ first-term inaugural addresses are used to score need for altruism and
responsibility values, using specific scoring procedures. Inaugural addresses also serve to
rate empathy using Likert-type scales. A collection of inaugural addresses of presidents from
George Washington 1789 to George Bush 1989, published by the Congress of the United
States is used in these analyses.

Inaugural addresses were selected for scoring needs, empathy, and values because of
their similarities in form, purpose, and style (Winter, 1992). Empathy is considered an
essential but not sufficient condition for altruism (Aronfreed, 1970). It refers to sensitivity to
feelings and apprehension of others' conditions expressed by the leader. Because empathy
refers to the expression of one's sensitivity, it is measured using verbal expression of leaders’
sensitivity to others' feelings and conditions. Inaugural addresses present such expressions
and constitute adequate source materials for rating empathy as expressed by American
presidents.

There are two important concerns that must be addressed before coding inaugural
addresses for motive imagery and values. First, do these speeches reflect valid motive
imagery? Second, do they reflect motive imagery or values of presidents or speechwriters?

Presidential inaugural addresses do not contain strictly factual material. They refer to
intended or projected actions of the Administration or of other people. They present records
of presidential concerns, hopes, fears, and aspirations (Donley & Winter, 1970). The
projected actions are embedded in the nation's political culture and are planned to appeal "to
popular sentiment and social constraints” (Donley & Winter, 1970: 229). These speeches are
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carefully worded to express cultural features of American politics rather than specific factual
elements of presidential policy agenda (Ericson, 1997). Furthermore, inaugural addresses are
pronounced in similar circumstances and constructed in order to present presidents’ general
objectives and principles, and express their desire to serve the nation. Indeed, Ericson (1997)
identified eleven common recurrent themes in inaugural addresses pertaining to presidential
role and status. However, presidents differ in how they express their motives related to their
role (Ericson, 1997). Therefore, it is argued in this research that inaugural addresses provide
relevant motive imagery.

Content analysis of motive imagery requires that the content of historical matenals
reflect the personality of the president, rather than the interests of the speechwriter or
particular issues of importance at the time. While it can be argued that inaugural addresses
are written in part by speechwriters, Winter (1992) specifies that speechwriters are selected
for their abilities to express what the leader wants to say, especially in the case of important
speeches.

There is evidence that some presidents wrote their speeches (Pringle, 1939;
Schlesinger, 1957; Israel, 1965; cited by Donley & Winter, 1970). Furthermore, various
preserved drafts of inaugural addresses show numerous corrections in the handwriting of
presidents (Spangler & House, 1991). Donley and Winter (1970: 229) specify that presidents
exercise control over the content of their speeches, give ideas to speechwriters, "approve or
disapprove wording; and (...) add the final touches, phrasing, and imagery"”.

The procedure used to prepare inaugural addresses involved editing to insure blind
coding. Presidents' name were replaced with code numbers; inaugural addresses mixed
together randomly; and all identifying information (e.g., dates, specific places and events)
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removed from the text before coding in order to avoid potential biased interpretations of
content. However, no further editing was done because specific well-known sentences could
not be removed from the text without directly affecting the potential number of occurrences

of the moral motives and responsibility values.

Measurement and procedures

Need for altruism and protective governance

Need for altruism and protective governance were scored using a manual for
identifying the altruistic need, created for the purpose of this dissertation, with presidents’
first-term inaugural addresses. Need for altruism was conceptualized based on Batson
(1991), Hoffman (1975), Kanungo and Conger (1993), Kanungo and Mendonga (1996),
Korsgaard, Meglino and Lester (1997), McClelland (1985), Rockeach (1973), Rushton
(1980), and Staub's (1978) theoretical development, and measured using specific detailed
procedures, grounded in John W. Atkinson's (1958) methodology, that are described in the
manual for coding the altruistic motive presented in Appendix 1.

The manual presents a clear conceptual definition of the need for altruism and
clarifies how individuals develop this need and express it in terms of concern for other
values. The coding system describes how the conceptual definition of altruism is
operationalized in terms that relate to the manifestation of positive concerns for others. Each
important aspect of the definition is defined and clarified. The manual also contains a
definition of the avoidance need defined in terms of negative concerns for others such as
outsiders, enemies, and opponents.

Two operational definitions are presented. Positive concern for others reflects the
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altruistic motive. Negative concern for others reflects the avoidance motive. The description
of negative imagery is opposed to the description of positive imagery to distinguish between
a need to avoid negative stimuli, and protect certain constituents and genuine moral altruism.

The unit of analysis is the sentence, as specified in the manual. Each sentence is
assigned a number and serves as a case in the inter-rater reliability assessment.

A cognitive schema was developed to illustrate the procedure described in the
manual. This tool helps coders to consistently follow a systematic procedure. Furthermore,
definitions of political terminology have been prepared for coders to insure that the same
meaning would be given to the words used by presidents. The cognitive schema presents
questions that can be answered by yes or no. The first question that is asked is whether the
coder can identify a target (explicit or implicit others). The answer must be yes for a motive
to be present in the sentence. If there is no target, the sentence is coded as 0, which means
that there is no positive or negative concemn for others. If there is a target, the action is
analyzed in order to determine whether it reflects a positive concem for the target. If the
answer is yes, the sentence is coded as +1, which means that there is a positive concem for
others within the sentence. If there is no positive concern, the action is analyzed to assess
whether there is a negative concern for others in which case the sentence is coded as -1. If
there is no negative concern for others, the sentence is coded as 0. The last step of the
cognitive schema involved an assessment as to whether positive concerns for others reflect
mutuality or genuine moral altruism. That step was not kept in the current analysis because it
was aimed at helping coders understand the specificities of each concept.

The glossary presents definitions of specific words, present in many inaugural
addresses, which convey a specific meaning that might not be grasped by all coders. Words
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defined were: government, populace, popular, union, country, nation, market, public,
legislature, and business. A list of words, reflecting either positive or negative concerns, was
given to the coders so they could identify actions that should be analyzed in coding motives.
A list of words, likely to be linked with a target, was also provided to help coders in
determining whether the action is goal directed, as defined in the manual. The manual for
coding the altruistic motive, the cognitive schema, and the short glossary are presented in
Appendices 1, 2 and 3.

Undergraduate students in commerce and administration, registered in a research
methodology course at Concordia University, coded the inaugural addresses as part of a term
assignment. Consent forms stating that the data could be used in this research were
distributed along with the coding material. A sample standard consent form used in this
research is included in Appendix 1. All students signed the consent form. There was no
obligation on their part to participate in this research, and they could withdraw from the
research at any time. The coding was considered an integral part of the learning experience
for the course.

Students were trained in class using the manual for coding the altruistic motive, the
cognitive schema, the glossary of political terminology, and excerpts from inaugural
addresses. A test was given to verify the extent to which students understood the process.
The training material and the test are included in Appendices 4 and 5. Only two students
failed the test and were excluded from the research.

Students were given a set of four to six inaugural addresses in a random order and
told to work individually in order to provide independent assessments. [n total, 22 students
coded 117 speeches. There were 35 inaugural addresses. Each inaugural address was coded
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by at least three independent coders. Ten inaugural addresses were coded by four coders, and
one by five coders. Each coder was responsible for coding all sentences within each
inaugural address that was assigned to him or her.

Blind coding was insured in the preparation of the source material. Coders were
asked to write the name of the president when they identified him. Three coders identified
John F. Kennedy. Furthermore, George H. Bush, Dwight D. Eisenhower, William McKinley,
James A. Garfield, and Franklin D. Roosevelt were respectively identified by one coder.
Coders who identified presidents mentioned that their knowledge of the presidents’
performance did not affect their work because they had to concentrate on each sentence
separately and follow a prescribed systematic procedure to assess the motive.

Two reliability coefficients were computed to verify the inter-rater agreement for
each inaugural address. Fleiss’s (1971) reliability coefficient is a normalized measure of
overall agreement among coders that is corrected for the agreement that is expected by
chance. It takes into account all possible categories (+1, 0, -1) and all sentences in assessing
the agreement among all coders for each inaugural address. It is based on the probability that
an object, selected at random and classified into a category by a randomly selected coder,
will be classified in the same category by a second randomly selected coder. When obtained
agreement equals chance agreement, the coefficient equals zero. The upper limit value is
one, indicating perfect agreement. Negative values reflect less than chance agreement.

Cohen's (1960) kappa reliability coefficients were computed for all pairs of coders for
each inaugural address. Cohen’s kappa coefficients provide information on the most and
least reliable pairs of coders. For example, for an inaugural address, if only two coders are in
agreement, Cohen’s kappa coefficient allows for proper identification of these two coders
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who provided reliable data. Cohen’s kappa coefficient is used to measure the proportion of
agreement after chance agreement is removed from consideration. As for Fleiss's coefficient,
Cohen's kappa coefficient must present a positive value that is significant at the .05 level to
conclude that there is agreement beyond chance.

Fleiss’s reliability coefficients ranged between .14 (p< .05) and .73 (p< .05) for 27
inaugural addresses. The average of all coefficients was .31. Only eight inaugural addresses
did not present significant Fleiss’s coefficients. Table 1 presents Fleiss’s reliability
coefficients for each inaugural address.

Table 2 presents Cohen’s kappa coefTicients for all pairs of coders for each inaugural
address. Results indicate that there is at least one reliable pair of coders for each inaugural
address. For the eight inaugural addresses that did not present significant Fleiss’s
coefficients, the most reliable pair of coders was identified. Cohen's kappa coefficients
ranged from .22 (p<.05) to 1.00 (p<.05) for all best pairs of reliable coders for these eight
speeches.

Total scores for each concept were derived from all coders when Fleiss's coefficients
were significant, and from the best pair of coders for the eight inaugural addresses that did
not have significant Fleiss’s coefficients. Scores were computed after the reliability estimates
because total raw scores are based on the nominal scales, which refer to the occurrences of
the motives in each sentence. Thus, it is essential to know if there is enough agreement
among coders on the occurrences of motives before adding these occurrences.

Scores were computed by adding all positive occurrences on one hand, and all
negative occurrences on the other hand, for each discourse that was coded. For example,
when there were three coders for an inaugural address, total scores were computed for each

84



of them. Then, these total scores were averaged to provide the total raw score for the
inaugural address. To compare inaugural addresses, it was necessary to calculate a ratio score
based on 1000 words. Therefore, each total raw score was converted to its equivalent score
for 1000 words. The same procedure was followed for both positive and negative
occurrences. Table 3 presents the scores for need for altruism and protective governance for
each president.

Occurrences of motives in inaugural addresses are not very high. The occurrences of
negative concerns for others were particularly low compared to other motives. It raises a
concern with respect to the assessment pertaining to presidential expression of motives. How
many occurrences are necessary to conclude that there has been a valid assessment? Thisis a
difficult question to answer. However, the content of sentences scored can be analyzed to
verify the extent to which they reflect the concept. This task was undertaken with sentences
scored for negative concerns for others because of the lower occurrences.

In order to verify if sentences scored for negative concerns for others reflect the
essence of the concept of protective governance, content analysis of sentences that were
scored for negative concerns for others was done. It was found that negative concerns for
others were associated with correcting a *“target” (entity) that is wrong for protecting weak
people or the nation against dangers or threats, and making justice. A sample sentence is
“Before this generation of Americans is finished, this enemy will not only retreat-it will be
conquered” (Lyndon B. Johnson, Inaugural address, January 20, 1965). In this sentence, an
action is oriented toward a target (the enemy) in order to rectify a wrong (implicit meaning).
Another example of sentences is: “So let us reject any among us who seek to reopen old
wounds and to rekindle old hatreds” (Lyndon B. Johnson). The action is aimed at rejecting
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others (negative concern oriented toward a target) in order to avoid troubles (avoidance
motive). It was concluded that sentences that were scored for negative concem for others
reflected the avoidance motive that was described previously. Furthermore, actions seemed
to be associated with a need to protect some constituents or the nation as in the following
example: “They wasted no portion of their energies, ...but with a firm and fearless step
advanced beyond the governmental landmarks...and planted their standard, where it has
stood against dangers which have threatened from abroad, and internal agitation, which has
at times fearfully menaced at home” (Franklin Pierce, Inaugural address, March 4, 1853).
The action is aimed at protecting people against threats (implicit targets). In conclusion, even
if the occurrences of negative concemns for others were low, sentences that were scored

reflect protective governance, as defined in the conceptual development.

Empathy

Inaugural addresses are used to rate presidential empathy with a scale ranging from 1
(extremely atypical) to 7 (extremely typical). Empathy is defined as sensitivity to feelings,
and apprehension of another’s condition and state of mind, without practically experiencing
that person's feelings (Aronfreed, 1970; Davis, 1980; Hogan, 1969; Spence, Helmreich, &
Stapp, 1974). Items measuring empathy have been generated and adapted from Davis's
(1980) interpersonal reactivity index; Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp's (1984) F scale; and
Hogan's (1969) empathy scale. The questionnaire for measuring empathy is comprised of
nine items. A sample item is "This leader is devoting himself to others.” The questionnaire is
presented in Appendix 6.

For each president, one to four raters assessed presidential empathy. Two groups of
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undergraduate students, registered in a research methodology course at Concordia
University, rated empathy. In total, 114 speeches were rated by 66 students. The rating
process was performed in class as an exercise that counted for 5% of the final grade.
Students were told that the goal of the exercise was to validate a new measure of empathy,
and that the data would be used in this dissertation and subsequent publications. Because
some of these students also coded need for altruism and protective governance, they received
speeches that they did not previously code to avoid common-method variance.

A factor analysis yielded only one factor explaining 64,8% of the variance, which
confirms that the scale for measuring empathy reflects only one concept.

Internal consistency of the scale is high with an alpha coefficient of .93. Inter-rater
reliability among raters was measured with eta coefficient, which is a measure of the extent
to which variance among presidents exceeds variance within groups of raters for each
president (Bass, Avolio, and Goodheim, 1987; Deluga, 1997). Eta coefficient was .68, and
the ANOV A test was significant at the .01 level. There is enough agreement within groups

and enough variance among groups. Therefore, scores for each president were calculated by

taking the average of the scales for each group.

Responsibility values

Winter's (1992) scoring system for responsibility is used for coding inaugural
addresses. Winter (1992: 500) does not present one specific definition of responsibility but,
rather, specifies the different meanings that can be attributed to this word. The first definition
refers to the ethical aspect of one's behavior: "Responsible people feel an inner obligation to
do what is right. They are dependable and can be counted upon.” Furthermore, responsibility
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is associated with self-control and awareness of the consequences of one's actions. Winter
mentions that responsibility is also seen in pro-social behavior, which involves "taking the
responsibility of others” (p.500). It can be observed that the definitions of responsibility
imply a cognitive aspect in the sense that there is a rational component involved in
evaluating one's actions and determining one's obligations. Responsibility is measured in
terms of its rational cognitive component.

Winter's scoring system for responsibility is adapted for the current research. Three
responsibility values (moral-legal standard, obligation, and self-judgment) are coded using a
scoring sheet. The coding unit is the sentence, which is assigned a number that is used in
calculating inter-rater reliability coefficients.

Coders had to identify each sentence by a number on the scoring sheet, and indicate
for each of them the occurrence of each responsibility value using +1 if it was present and 0
if not. A sample sheet that was completed by a coder is presented in Appendix 7.

Two groups of undergraduate students, registered in courses in organizational
behavior and research methodology at Concordia University, were asked to participate in this
research, and code the construct of responsibility as part of a term assignment. In total, 58
students coded 99 speeches. Three inaugural addresses were scored by four coders, 23 of
them were scored by three coders, and nine of them by two coders. Two students did not
want to participate in the research and were removed from the study. Furthermore, four
students did not understand the assignment and failed to complete it properly. Therefore,
they were removed from the study as well. Finally, one student selected another assignment
due to a language barrier. Some students understood the purpose of the exercise but had
difficulties grasping the full meaning of the concepts and sentences. Most students in the
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organizational behavior course were from China or Europe. Care was taken to identify these
students and assess the extent to which their scores should be kept in the study. For that
reason, [ decided to use Cohen’s kappa coefficients to identify the best pairs of coders for
each inaugural address.

The computation was done for both moral-legal standard and obligation. Cohen’s
kappa coefficients for the best pairs of coders ranged from .11 (p<.10) to 1.00 (p< .05) for
31 inaugural addresses for moral-legal standard. The average is .37. For obligation, Cohen’s
kappa coefficients ranged from .15 (p<.05) to 1.00 (p<.05) with an average of .52 for all best
pairs of coders for 29 inaugural addresses. Although some of these coefficients might appear
low, it should be noted that a difference of one or two occurrences might bring down the
value of a coefficient by .20. Given that these concepts refer to low base occurrences, small
differences in scoring might yield large differences in Cohen’s kappa coefficients.

Self-judgment did not present any occurrence in many addresses and was eliminated
from the study due to a lack of variance among presidents. This might be due to the fact that
the nature and substance of inaugural addresses are not conducive to the expression of self-
judgment, which would make presidents look weak and/or uncertain.

Scores were computed by taking the average of the best pair of coders for each

inaugural address. In order to compare among speeches, all scores were converted to ratio

scores using 1000 words.

Political beliefs

Presidential political beliefs were measured with a questionnaire, presented in
Appendix 8, which contains 18 items that [ generated for the purpose of the current research.
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The questionnaire focuses on five sets of political beliefs: (1) belief concerning presidential
role in the world, (2) belief concerning security and peace, (3) belief concerning presidential
service to others, (4) belief in others’ intentions and behaviors, and (5) belief in ideology
versus self-interest.

Belief concerning presidential role in the world is measured with six items (items 1,
8, 10, 14, 16, and 18). A sample item is: "This president has a constructive image of the
world”. Belief conceming security and peace is measured with five items (items 2,4,6, 11,
and 12). A sample item is: “This president is looking for war” (reverse scored). Belief
concerning presidential service to others is measured with 3 items (items 5, 9, and 15). A
sample item is: “This president believes that he must serve constituents”. Belief concerning
others’ intentions and behaviors is measured with 2 items (items 3 and 7). A sample item is:
*““This president tends to attribute hostility to others’ behavior or intention” (reverse scored).
Finally, belief in ideology versus self-interest is measured with 2 items (items 13 and 17). A
sample item is: ‘““This president emphasizes self-interest” (reverse scored).

A 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (extremely typical) to 7 (extremely
atypical), with 4 (neither typical nor atypical), is used to rate each item. A low score on the
scale indicates that the belief is typical of a president’s personality. An undergraduate student
in research methodology at Concordia University and I rated each item using Simonton’s
presidential personality profiles. Examples of presidential personality profiles are presented
in Appendix 9.

I compared my ratings with the student’s ratings. We investigated our disagreements
and found that most of them were due to halo effect, which is defined in terms of personality
characteristics that are associated with one specific aspect of the personality of a president.
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The personality profiles provide adverbial descriptions of presidents who might foster rating
biases. We evaluated each profile together to control for this bias. We decided that there was
disagreement when our ratings were on opposite ends of the scales. Each disagreement was
solved prior to the computation of average scores and analyses of psychometric properties.

Principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation yielded a 4-factor solution
that explained 78% of the variance. Factor 1, belief in peace, was composed of items 4, 6,
and 11. Factor 2, idealism versus self-interest, was composed of items 13, 15, and 17. Factor
3, belief in service, was composed of items 1, 5, and 9. Finally, factor 4, belief in others’
intention or behavior, pacifism, was composed of items 3 and 7. Belief concerning
presidential role in the world did not constitute an independent factor. This might be due to
the fact that the variance of the items composing this belief was low.

Reliability coefficients were computed for each factor scale. Alpha coefficients were
.83, .80, and .76 for belief in peace, idealism, and pacifism, respectively. Alpha coefficient
for belief in service was .72. However, when item 1 was removed from the scale, alpha

coefficient increased to .89. Therefore, only two items were kept to construct the scale for

belief in service.

Servant-leadership

The definitions of servant-leadership dimensions and components were used to
develop a list of indicators for the purpose of identifying critical incidents that reflect the
concept of servant-leadership in biographies of American presidents. Table 4 presents the
indicators of the dimensions and components of servant-leadership.

The process of identifying critical incidents involved two steps. First, factual
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observations of leaders' actions were identified in biographies. Categories of factual
observations include, but are not limited to, actions pertaining to policies, laws, amendments
to the constitution, and decisions. Second, these factual observations were matched with
listed indicators to derive critical incidents reflecting the concept of servant-leadership. This
means that once the content of a factual observation had been related to at least one indicator,
incidents pertaining to that indicator were listed.

It should be specified here that this method is not equivalent to Flanagan's (1954)
critical incident methodology in that the effectiveness of the behavior is not taken into
consideration. Flanagan's method is aimed at identifying behaviors that are associated with
high levels of performance. In the identification of critical incidents pertaining to the servant-
leadership concept, effectiveness is not assessed. The goal is to develop items that illustrate
the concept. The effectiveness of presidents is assessed separately using independent
measures of performance.

Critical incidents were listed until the point of saturation was reached, meaning that
at least three incidents were of a similar nature. Then, categories of incidents were created
using induction. Categories include principle-guided action, empowerment, virtues,
constituents, human rights, conflicts, minorities, identity, constitutional values, secrecy,
vision inclusiveness, and exclusiveness. Incidents were grouped under these categories.
However, many incidents pertained to more than one category. Furthermore, some incidents
that pertained to the same category reflected very different managerial responsibilities of
presidents. Therefore, incidents were analyzed to classify them into managerial categories
that reflect various responsibilities of presidents. Eight managerial categories were derived as
follows: (1) selection of Cabinet members and making appointments, (2) managing
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subordinates, (3) decision-making process, (4) dealing with cultural entities and diversity, (5)
relations with Congress, (6) foreign policy and international relations, (7) domestic policy
and issues, and (8) conflict and crisis management. Some managerial categories were
entirely based on the analysis of the incidents. However, relations with Congress, and
conflict and crisis management were developed using the literature in political science as
well (e.g., Allison, 1969).

Generic questionnaire items were developed based on the incidents for each
managerial category. The American Presidential Management Inventory (APMI) was
developed based on incidents that had significant frequencies of occurrence. For example, if
an incident was unique, it was removed from the analysis because it would not yield variance
among presidents.

Each managerial category contains critical incidents that pertain to at least two
categories of servant-leadership behaviors. For example, principle-guided action is found in
some incidents under each managerial category. Table 5 presents a list of critical incidents
that pertain to each managerial category, and provides indicators of servant-leadership that
match the incidents. Appendix 10 presents the list of biographies used to identify critical
incidents.

Generic items were developed in order to use criteria that allow for comparison
among presidents. The number of items for each managerial category depended on the
number of critical incidents grouped under each category. Furthermore, some incidents could
be translated into reverse scored items that were also included to verify the consistency in
respondents’ ratings. The APMI is presented in Appendix 11.

A total of 261 experts in the field of history and political science were contacted to
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participate in this research. In total, 90 scholars volunteered to complete the survey, which
yielded a response rate of 34,5%. Two scholars evaluated four presidents (Dr. Crowther and
Dr. Smith). In all, 102 questionnaires were received, and 100 of them were completed and
usable. Some of the scholars who participated in this survey are important authors in the field
of history and American presidency (e.g., Robert H. Ferrell). They all have expertise in the
field of American history and/or political science, and possess extensive knowledge on one
or more presidents. A list of all expert participants who agreed to be listed is presented in
Appendix 12.

The sample of scholars is composed mostly of men. Only three women participated
in this research. In total, 28 scholars were 65 years old or older. There were only two
scholars under 34 years old. Other scholars were between 35 and 64 years old. Four
participants did not provide demographic information. Among scholars who completed the
information, 50 had already participated in previous polls. When asked to indicate their
country of birth, only four scholars indicated a country other than the United States:
Netherlands, Germany, Canada, and Great Britain. Three respondents respectively speak
Dutch, German and French as their first language.

Each participant received a questionnaire, and a list of elected presidents who had a
mandate of more than a year. They were asked to select a president and rate him on each
item, according to their expertise and knowledge, using a Likert-type scale ranging from 0
(not at all) to 6 (certainly) with 3 (neither likely nor unlikely) as the midpoint. Experts had to
determine the extent to which the president they selected could be expected to behave as
described in each item. They were also asked to indicate if they volunteered to rate more than
one president. Even if the questionnaire was lengthy, some respondents were very pleased to
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complete it, and rated up to four presidents.

In order to assess whether the dimensions and components of the concept of servant-
leadership could be seen in each managerial category, a principal component factor analysis
with varimax rotation was done for each section of the APMI. In total, eight factor analyses
were conducted to identify the number of emerging factors that could be found in each
managerial category. Items that did not present loadings of .40 and over on at least one
factor, or loaded equally on two factors were eliminated. Factor analyses were re-conducted
to get solutions that yielded clear factor structures. Tables 6 to 13 present the factor structure
for each section of the APML

Factor analysis of section 1, selection of Cabinet members and making appointments,
yielded a structure that is composed of the following three factors: objective selection,
impartial selection, and constituent balance. These factors explained 38,8%, 11,2%, and
10,3% of the variance respectively.

Factor analysis of section 2, managing subordinates, yielded a structure that is
composed of the following three factors: empowerment, control, and deceptive style,
explaining 33,1%, 20,7%, and 14,9% of the variance respectively.

Factor structure of section 3, decision-making process, is composed of the following
factors: consultative and participative style, constituent inclusiveness, directive style, and
laissez-faire, explaining 42,3%, 14,2%, 9,3%, and 6,7% of the variance respectively.

Two factors were obtained for section 4, dealing with cultural entities and diversity,
which is composed of minority inclusiveness and civil rights, explaining 59,7% and 8,1% of
the variance respectively.

Factor analysis of section 5, relations with Congress, yielded a factor structure that is

95



composed of the following factors: Congress (presidential principle-guided action in relation
with Congress), individualized consideration, moving Congress forward, vision consistency,
and fostering teamwork. Each factor explained 36,2%, 11,4%, 7,6%, 6,5%, and 5,2 % of the
variance respectively.

Three factors were obtained for section 6, foreign policy and international relations,
which is composed of: foreign policy assessment, ethical actions with other nations, and
openness to foreign ideologies explaining 47,2%, 13,4%, and 7,2% of the variance
respectively.

Factor analysis of section 7, domestic policy and issues, yielded a structure that is
composed of the following four factors: constituent responsiveness, domestic policy vision,
domestic policy values, and constituent protection. Each factor explains 43,5%, 9,9%, 6,6%,
and 5,5% of the variance respectively. It should be noted that because some raters did not
attempt to provide ratings for this section, a listwise deletion was used to account for missing
values in conducting the factor analysis. For all other analyses, missing values were replaced
by the mean.

Finally, factor analysis of section 8, conflict and crisis management, yielded a
structure of four factors: wisdom, judgment, tactical, and cooperative style. Each factor
explained 45,6%, 12,6%, 7,3%, and 6,2% of the variance.

In total, 28 scales compose the APMI. Items pertaining to each scale and descriptive
statistics are presented in tables 14 to 41. Scales labels were based on the items that loaded
under each factor, and were kept in the scale after computation of the reliability coefficients.

Internal consistency of each factor scale was assessed using the Cronbach alpha
coefficient. If an item could be deleted to increase the reliability of a factor scale, it was
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eliminated from the computation of the average for the scale. The laissez-faire factor scale
had no reliability and was excluded from the analysis. Inter-rater agreement for each factor
scale was computed with the eta coefficient. Table 42 presents the inter-rater reliability,
internal consistency, and descriptive statistics for each of the 27 scales of the APML. As can
be observed in the above-mentioned tables, scales reflect some indicators of servant-
leadership and managerial responsibilities.

A higher-order factor analysis was conducted with all scales of the APMI that were
composed of more than three items and had both internal consistency and eta coefficients of
.70 and over. Scales of two or three items are not essential to understand the concept of
servant-leadership. Therefore, scales that allow for useful interpretations were kept in the
analysis. In total, 18 scales were entered in a principal component factor analysis with
varimax rotation, which yielded a structure of three factors. Table 43 presents the higher-
order factor structure for the APMI.

The first factor explaining 54,3% of the variance corresponds to principle-guided
action. It is composed of nine scales: presidential relations with Congress, empowerment,
ethical actions with other nations, wisdom in conflict and crisis management, consultative
and participative style in decision-making, judgment in conflict and crisis management,
impartial selection of Cabinet members, objective selection of Cabinet members, and
cooperative style in solving conflicts and crises. Factor loadings ranged from .56 to .82.
Principle-guided action refers to presidential ethical actions, respect of principles of selection
and empowerment, cooperation with others in periods of crisis, practice of virtues, and
respect of checks and balances in including constituents in the decision-making process. The
internal consistency of this higher-order factor scale is .93.
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The second factor, explaining 10% of the variance, is labeled constituent
responsiveness. It is composed of the five following scales: constituent inclusiveness,
constituent responsiveness, individualized consideration, constituent balance, and civil
rights. Factor loadings ranged from .56 to .84. Constituent responsiveness refers to
presidential consideration and respect of various constituents’ needs, interests, and rights.
The internal consistency of this higher-order factor scale is .85.

The third factor, explaining 5,9% of the variance, is vision inclusiveness, which is
composed of four scales: openness to different ideologies, minority inclusiveness, foreign
policy assessment, and domestic policy vision. Factor loadings ranged from .57 to .88. The
visionary process involves clear environmental assessment and the articulation of a vision
that is inclusive of minorities and takes into account different ideologies. The internal
consistency of this higher-order factor scale is .76.

Principle-guided action and vision inclusiveness were conceived as dimensions of the
concept of servant-leadership. The factor structure obtained in the higher-order factor
analysis confirms these dimensions, and reveals that an additional dimension, constituent
responsiveness, should be included in the servant-leadership concept. Results suggest that
vision inclusiveness and constituent responsiveness are two different dimensions of the
construct of servant-leadership. Scores for each higher-order factor scores were computed for
each president by taking the average of ratings.

In brief, 18 factor scales were derived from the eight factor analyses, and entered ina
higher-order factor analysis that yielded three higher-order factor scales. All first-order and
second-order factor scales are used to perform statistical tests that are reported in the results

section.
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The APMI also contains a section on presidential domestic and foreign policy
effectiveness. Experts were asked to rate the president on each item using a Likert-type scale
ranging from O (not effective) to 4 (extremely effective). This measure of presidential policy
effectiveness is taken within the context of servant-leadership, and should differ from other
measures of presidential effectiveness that might reflect a generalized social construction of
presidential image (e.g., Murray & Blessing, 1983). It is aimed at providing an indicator of
the extent to which experts establish a connection between servant-leadership behavior and
policy effectiveness. However, as specified earlier, common-method variance might be
present in this measure because respondents evaluate the effectiveness along with servant-
leadership behavior. The purpose is to compare these measures of policy effectiveness that
reflect servant-leadership with other measures of performance to assess their convergent
validity.

Items that measure domestic and foreign policy effectiveness were also entered in a
principal component factor analysis with oblimin rotation which converged in four iterations.
Oblimin rotation was preferred to varimax because there is a positive correlation between
domestic and foreign policy effectiveness as measured with Neal’s scores. It can be argued
that foreign policy is instrumental to domestic policy, which suggests a relationship between
these two measures. Factor analysis yielded a 2-factor solution: domestic policy
effectiveness and foreign policy effectiveness. Domestic policy effectiveness is composed of
four items pertaining to domestic issues, economy and effectiveness of presidential policy.
Factor loadings ranged from .76 t0.96. Internal consistency of the scale is high with
Cronbach alpha of .91. Foreign policy is composed of two items pertaining to foreign policy
issues and effectiveness. Factor loadings are .95 and .97. Cronbach alpha coefficient is .93.
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Inter-rater reliability was high with eta coefficients of .81 (F=3.89, p<.01) and .75 (F=3.89,
p<.01) for domestic and foreign policy effectiveness. Factor scales were computed by taking
the average of all ratings for each president.

The convergent validity of these two measures was assessed by comparing them
with measures of foreign and domestic policies provided in Neal's survey (1995). Neal's
survey has been published in the Chicago Sun-Times Poll (McCoy, 1996). Neal asked a
group of historians and political scientists to rate all of the presidents (except Clinton,
Harrison, and Garfield) using five criteria: political leadership, foreign policies, domestic
policies, character, and impact on history. Participants had to use a five-point scale to assess
the extent to which presidents were good on each of these criteria. McCoy (1996) presents
the scores obtained by Neal in his survey, and classified presidents on the basis of their
respective total score from best to worst. The domestic policies and foreign policies scores
were correlated with the scores obtained in this research. It was found that domestic policy
effectiveness had a correlation of .68 (p< .01) with Neal’s measures of domestic policies,
which demonstrate that there is convergent validity. Foreign policy effectiveness presented a
significant correlation with Neal’s measure of foreign policies .46 (p< .01), which also
indicates that there is convergent validity.

Domestic policy effectiveness had a correlation of .70 with Murray and Blessing’s
measure of greatness. However, foreign policy effectiveness did not have a significant
correlation with presidential greatness. Therefore, when foreign policy effectiveness is
measured within the context of servant-leadership, it is not related to the socially constructed
image of greatness of a president. It can be concluded that domestic policy effectiveness
might influence the attributions of greatness, but that foreign policy will not contribute to it.
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This means that the extent to which presidents are effective in providing benefits to foreign
countries might not influence the socially constructed image that is shared by the American
historians. In this section, it has been demonstrated that domestic and foreign policy
effectiveness have convergent validity with Neal’s measures of domestic and foreign
policies.

I will now tum to other measures of performance and address their respective
strengths and limitations. In order to evaluate many aspects of presidential performance,
several measures will be used. Measures of presidential effectiveness pertaining to domestic
social issues, economic performance, intemational relations and social performance in

dealing with both domestic and foreign issues will be used to assess presidential

performance.

Social performance

There is a dearth of indicators of social performance. The indicators provided by the
Bureau of the Census pertain to the state level of analysis, and are aimed at providing means
of comparisons among countries. These indicators reflect state variables, rather than the
performance of presidential administration. It is not adequate to use a state variable to assess
the performance of an administration for several reasons. First, the indicators provided are
not directly linked to the performance of each administration. Second, the variables do not
have the same meaning over time because changes occur in the economy and social life.
Third, they have not been measured for each year since the beginning of the constitution.
Thus, they do not allow for comparisons among administrations. Fourth, there is no clear
distinction between economic, socioeconomic, and social indicators. As Ward (1980: 27-28)

101



puts it:
"There is no such precise or clearly defined identities with

additive properties linking various socioeconomic components of

development. For this reason, socioeconomic indicators have been

collected somewhat randomly in the past, their selection often being

based more on their easy availability rather than because of the

existence of a well-formulated and defined relationship”.

Therefore, the selection of indicators has not been based on a theoretical model. This
lack of grounded composite measures of social performance has hindered the development of
relevant social policies (Ward, 1980). Furthermore, it has restricted researchers in the
selection of criteria in modeling presidential performance.

Researchers (e.g., Maranell, 1970; Murray & Blessing, 1983) avoided these
measurement problems by creating subjective measures aimed at rating presidential
performance. These subjective measures reflect American historians' attributions of
presidential greatness based on their perception, which is biased by several factors. Indeed,
Murray and Blessing (1983) discovered that historians who responded to their survey
revealed differences in their attributions based on gender, age, regions of birth, and Ph.D.-
granting institutions. The specialty (e.g., constitutional, diplomatic, cultural and social,
immigration, women's history) did not seem to affect the attributions.

Female historians are generally harsher in their assessment of presidential
performance than are male historians. However, female historians provide higher ratings for
Jimmy Carter, Lyndon B. Johnson, Ulysses S. Grant, and John F. Kennedy than male
historians. When historians are older, they tend to be more lenient in assessing presidential
performance. There are significant differences in ratings by historians from the South,

Midwest, and West. This means that the ratings of presidents are directly affected by the
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perception of the respondents. In spite of these differences, there is consensus among surveys
on presidential rankings (e.g., Maranell, 1970; Murray & Blessing, 1983). This might
suggest that presidential greatness refers to a social construction of presidential image which
is based on general attributions that are conveyed in the literature.

The validity of presidential rankings and ratings is open to question. First, researchers
asked all historians participating in their research to rate or rank all presidents. However, it
might be possible that some of them did not possess expertise on all presidents. It is also
possible that some historians confuse a president’s merit in office with his overall historical
greatness or lack thereof (McCoy, 1996).

Validity might also be threatened by attributional shortcomings of political
consequences of presidential actions. Historians, who are assessing presidential greatness,
might focus too much on presidents’ qualities or dispositions, and too little on situational
features (Kinder & Fiske, 1986; after Jones & Nisbett, 1971). As Kinder and Fiske (1986:
197) put it:

"Instead of interpreting the activities of the Watergate underlings as due at

least in part to monstrous social pressure (external cause), ... most of us

gravitate naturally to explanations that stress ambition, weakness,

obsequiousness, or other dispositional failings (internal cause)”.

This bias toward actor-based attributions might help us to reconcile contradictory
results on Richard Nixon's ranking and rating positions in Neal's survey. Neal's participants
ranked Nixon among the nine worst presidents. However, they rated him very high on
foreign policies, giving him the rank seven from best to worst. When looking at the ratings
on foreign policies, Nixon comes right after Franklin D. Roosevelt, Harry Truman, Abraham
Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt, George Washington, and Dwight D. Eisenhower. This calls
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one’s attention to the fact that measures of performance should assess specific domains of
activities in order to control for potential biases. Finally, validity might be affected by the
fact that a president's "ranking may ... be skewed by the length of time he served in office as
possibly in the cases of the longest serving president, Franklin Roosevelt, and short-termers
Gerald Ford and Zachary Taylor" (McCoy, 1996: 282).

An additional problem concems the dimensions used to rate presidential greatness:
prestige, strength, active-passive, idealism-practicality, flexibility-inflexibility, and
accomplishments. Although these dimensions constitute indicators of greatness, they are not
linked to specific areas of presidential activities. Therefore, presidential greatness represents
a general assessment of presidential personality and accomplishments. This creates an
additional difficulty because some dimensions of greatness overlap with measures of
charismatic leadership and personality factors (e.g., flexibility, strength). This overlap might
explain in part the correlations among these variables. Finally, these indicators might be
subject to halo effects due to salient charactenistics or events such as popularity and
assassination attempts.

Despite the limitations discussed above, presidential greatness is a good indicator of
presidential impact on history. It is an indicator of presidential accomplishments. Therefore,
it is used as an indicator of performance in the current research. However, the limitations of
this measure are taken into consideration in the interpretation of the results.

A survey on presidential greatness has been conducted by Maranell (1970). In total,
571 historians of the United States rated presidents on the following dimensions: general
prestige, strength of action, presidential activeness, and accomplishments of the
administration. Winter constructed a measure of perceived performance based on these four
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scales that he labeled "consensus of greatness”. He then calculated a measure of performance
based on decisions having historical impact on the country and the world. This measure was
derived from Morris's (1967) compilation of such decisions. Winter labeled this measure
"great decisions cited".

A second set of data on presidential greatness was published by Murray and Blessing
(1983) and consisted of subjective assessments of presidential greatness. In total, 846 Ph.D.-
holding American historians rated the presidents on a five-item scale that ranged from great
to failure. Mean greatness scores are used in this research.

House et al. (1991) created objective measures of presidential performance using
secondary sources of information in order to rely on measures of performance that provide
more specific assessments based on coding rather than rating. House et al. (1991) created
three measures of performance that make reference to different spheres of activities:
international relations, domestic and international economy, and domestic social issues.
Within each sphere, seven types of activities were assessed: military action, peace initiatives,
other negotiations, appointments, legislation, mass appeals, and other actions. Each action
was defined twice in terms of an action being taken or refused. Finally, each action was
assessed as being successful or unsuccessful. In total, there were 84 options to be coded:
three spheres X seven types of activities X two options X two possible outcomes. Seven
coders were randomly assigned to score each option using biographies provided in Colliers
Encyclopedia (1983) and Encyclopedia Britannica (1985). For each president, there were
four different assessments provided by two independent coders using two different sources
of data. Total scores have been calculated for each type of performance by subtracting
unsuccessful performance scores from successful performance scores. A total of four scores
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(two coders and two sources) are presented for each sphere of activities for all presidents
from Washington to Reagan.

Scores for the three spheres of activities are used in this research. House et al. (1991)
did not present the components of the difference scores, and did not analyze how
unsuccessful and successful performance relates to leadership style. However, the internal
consistency reliability of the four measures for each sphere varied between .75 and .82.
Given the strong psychometric properties and objectivity of these measures, they will be
used in assessing presidential performance.

House et al. (1991) did not conceive conceptual links among the indicators used to
measure presidential performance in each of these areas. Instead, they used types of activities
illustrating actions performed by presidents. There is a need for the development of a
measure that gauges presidential impact on constituents, based on indicators that pertain to
presidential performance outcomes for others.

In the current research, social performance is defined as the social well-being of all
constituents, that is, categories or groups of individuals concerned with the Administration of
a president. These include all American citizens, residents, and foreign countries that have a
stake in American policies.

[ developed the American Presidential Performance Effectiveness (APPE), whichis a
questionnaire composed of eight items that are aimed at assessing presidential social
performance outcomes for constituents. Four items measure the extent to which presidents
give benefits to others: “providing benefits to various constituents,” “providing benefits to
foreign countries,” “providing long-term benefits to the nation,” and “bringing positive
consequences for minorities and/or various cultural communities.” Two items pertain to the
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effectiveness of presidents in meeting the needs of constituents: “meeting high-priority
collective needs”, and “finding solutions to top-priority problems”. Finally, two items
measure the extent to which presidents achieve satisfactory solutions in meeting
constituents’ needs: “achieving equity in the distribution of collective goods”, and
“achieving satisfactory solutions to global problems that respect opponents and non-
followers™. The APPE is presented in Appendix 13. Sample letters sent to participants are
presented in Appendix 14.

These measures of performance should reflect servant-leadership social performance
outcomes. It is expected that they should present strong relationships with presidential
servant-leadership behavior as measured by the factor scales.

Experts in history and political science, who participated in the first survey, were
contacted to provide ratings on as many presidents as they could, on the eight specific items
provided above. In total, 48 experts responded to this questionnaire, and provided 666
completed ratings on presidents. Each president was rated by a minimum of 12 experts.
Experts were asked to rate presidents on each item using a scale that ranges from 0 (not
effective) to 4 (extremely effective).

Principal component factor analysis was conducted with all items. Only one factor
explaining 67,7% of the variance was obtained, indicating that all measures constitute
indicators of the same concept. The reliability of the factor scale is high with Cronbach alpha
coefficient of .93.

Inter-rater agreement was high with an eta coefficient of .77 (F=28.56, p< .01). The
variance within each group of raters who evaluated a president, was smaller than the variance
between groups of raters, which means that there is enough agreement among raters and
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variance among presidents.

Secondary measures of presidential performance

Two additional secondary measures of presidential performance are used in this
dissertation. Winter (1987) provided measures of war entry and war avoidance that were
published in House et al. (1991). War entry was defined in terms of the list developed by
Richardson (1960). War is associated only with interstate war. Because not every crisis
necessarily results in war (e.g., the Cuban Missile Crisis), Small (1980) listed 19 crises that

did not result in war even though they could have potentially escalated into war. Winter

labeled these crises "war avoidance”.

Secondary data

Need for power, achievement and affiliation

Secondary measures of presidential affiliation, power, and achievement motives were
taken from Winter (1987). Winter derived these measures for 34 presidents from Washington
to Reagan using content analyses of presidents’ first-term inaugural addresses. Presidential
inaugural addresses were scored by two trained and reliable coders. They discussed and
resolved any disagreements that occurred in coding the inaugural addresses. Although this
method has the advantage of providing a single score for each sentence, it does not provide
independent assessments that could highlight differences in meaningful attributions. These
differences should be controlled by statistical procedures to increase the objectivity of the
process. However, given the extensive training received by coders, scores should reflect
presidential differences in the expression of motives.

Winter used copies of inaugural addresses from a single-volume compilation that had
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identical format. He replaced each president's name with a code number, and mixed the
speeches together randomly before coding.

These measures have strong predictive validity. Winter and Stewart (1977) reported
correlations between motive scores in the range of .60 to .80 with variables such as cabinet-
member tumover, presidential assassination attempts, scandals in presidential
administrations, arms limitation agreements, war entry, and type of individuals selected for
cabinet membership. Therefore, it has been demonstrated that these concepts are useful in
predicting presidential behavior and performance.

Personality traits

Simonton (1986) used the presidents’ personality profiles to measure their personality
attributes. The Gough ACL, consisting of 300 descriptions, was applied to the presidential
personality profiles. Two groups of judges rated the presidents, using two different
approaches. In the first group, three research assistants performed the judgmental task simply
indicating whether each description was present or absent in the personality profile. Four
other research assistants used a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (definitely not applicable) to 7
(definitely applicable) with 4 (not distinctive on this trait) to rate the 300 descriptions.
Furthermore, Simonton performed the ratings using both approaches separately. Thus, in
total, there were nine ACL ratings, four discrete and five continuous completed by eight
raters, seven of whom did not know the identity of the president being rated.

Simonton verified the strength of the correlation between his ratings and his
assistants' ratings for both discrete and continuous responses. If Pearson product-moment
correlation between the two was less than .31 (p<.05), the adjective was omitted from further
consideration. Of the 300 adjectives, 110 could be used in his research. The final step was
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aimed at deriving the scores. The average of the five continuous ratings was regressed
against the sum of the four discrete ratings. The predicted continuous rating was then
averaged with the composite of continuous ratings to yield a single overall score for each
president.

Simonton performed a factor analysis with the 110 personality attributes. He obtained
14 factors in the following order: moderation, friendliness, intellectual brilliance,
Machiavellianism, poise and polish (indicator of impression management), achievement
drive, forcefulness, wit, physical attractiveness, pettiness, tidiness, conservatism,
inflexibility, and pacifism. Measures of Machiavellianism and impression management are
used in this dissertation.

Simonton (1988) assessed presidential leadership style using 82 items of the Gough
ACL. Seven undergraduate students in psychology read the personality profiles and
independently rated each president on the 82 items using a scale ranging from 1 (extremely
atypical) to 7 (extremely typical) where 4 marked the mid-point (neither typical nor
atypical). Simonton retained 49 items. He computed alpha coefficients for each factor.
These coefficients were greater than or equal to .60. Principal-component factor analysis
yielded five factors: interpersonal, charismatic, deliberative, creative, and neurotic. Only
items presenting loadings of .30 and over were kept to derive the factor scores. The factor
scores for charisma are used in this dissertation.

Narcissism

Deluga (1997) assessed presidential narcissism using Simonton's personality profiles
and the personality section of DeGregorio's (1991) presidential reference work. All
identifying information was removed from the profiles. The average length of each profile
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was approximately 600 words.

The 40-item Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Terry, 1988) was
used to evaluate presidential narcissism. The instrument assessed seven components of
narcissism: authority, exhibitionism, superiority, entitlement, exploitativeness, self-
sufficiency, and vanity.

For each NPI item, three raters had to select one of two alternatives assessed as more
closely applied to the profile of a president. Deluga followed the procedure that is
recommended by Raskin and Terry (1988) to derive the scores for each component. Scores
were calculated by matching the rater’s choice with the NPI scoring template. Each match
was scored one point, with the sum of the matches yielding an overall NPI score. Higher
scores indicated stronger narcissism. Each president's overall narcissism score was
determined by averaging the composite assessments from the three raters. Inter-rater
agreement was high, with an eta coefficient of .80. Undergraduate students in behavioral
sciences rated the presidents. They were unaware that the profiles described American
presidents. In total, 117 raters rated 39 presidents. Composite average scores for 34

presidents from Washington to Reagan are used in this dissertation.

Situational constraints

It is important to control for potentially confounding effects. Without control
variables, the relationship between two variables might appear stronger than it really is
because another variable might explain part of the variance of one of the two vanables. In
some cases, control variables might be related to the independent and the dependent
variables. Some variables might constrain presidential actions or moderate the relationship
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between presidential needs and/or actions and performance. Three variables are used in this

research: composition of Congress, crisis, and year. A brief description of these measures

follows in the next section.
Composition of Congress

DeGregorio (1997) presented a detailed table of the political composition of
Congress (1789-1999). He provides the name of a president and its party along with the
political structure of the Senate and the House for each year of his presidency. A dummy
variable was used to code the composition of Congress. When presidents were in a minority
position, meaning that they did not have the majority in both the Senate and the House, it
was coded with number 2. In the case of a majority position, the code number was 1.

Crises

House et al. (1991) listed 13 types of international relations crises, 11 categories of
domestic and international economic crises, and 23 categories of domestic unrest. In total,
they assigned eight coders to code these three types of crises using one of two chronological
histories (Morris, 1982; Schiesinger, 1983). Each crisis was weighted 1, except the war with
Mexico, Spanish-American War, and Korean War (weighted 2); the War of 1812 and the
Vietnam War (weighted 4); World Wars I and II (weighted 6); and the Civil War (weighted
10). House et al. (1991) aggregated all the scores. In total, there were four overall crises
scores (two coders x two sources). The internal consistency reliability of these four measures
of crises was high with a composite scale reliability of .91. These four aggregated scores are
used in this research to test the hypotheses.

Year

The year corresponds to the president's first year in office for the first term of office.
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Presidents pronounce their inaugural addresses in the first year of their mandate. Inaugural
addresses are used to assess presidential needs. It has been shown that presidential needs are
associated with time (House et al., 1991). The effect of the year on independent and
dependent variables has to be controlled in testing hypotheses in which needs are entered as
independent variables. The year in which presidents take office is also entered as control
variable in all regressions to control for its potential effects on both independent and
dependent variables.

In the methodology section, I presented the measures and procedures, and assessed
the validity and reliability of measures. Exhibits 1, 2 and 3 present a summary of the
methodology discussed in this section. In the next section, I introduce the statistical

procedures that will be used to test the proposed hypotheses, and analyze the data.

Statistical procedures

Relationship among variables

Correlations among variables will be investigated in order to determine whether
hypotheses pertaining to the concepts used in this research are sustained. Hypotheses stating
that there is a positive or a negative relationship between two variables will be tested using
correlations. One-tailed tests will be used because the direction of the expected relationships

is clear. Correlations are also analyzed for exploratory purpose to highlight unexpected

relationships among variables.

Statistical power

The level of significance that is usually adopted in the statistical analyses is .05.
However, it should be mentioned that it gives little power given the number of cases (35
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presidents). Researchers (e.g., Deluga, 1997; Simonton, 1988) have used .05 to assess the
significance of statistical tests because the effect size of the variables they studied was
expected to be large enough to find significant results with a small sample. However, when
there is low power, there is a risk to accept the null hypothesis when in fact it should be
rejected, meaning that the hypothesis tested should be confirmed. Given the fact that this
research is aimed at making interpretations rather than strong predictions, the level of
significance is increased in order to increase the power of the tests.

Relevant literature in leadership (e.g., Deluga, 1997; Winter, 1987) revealed that
correlations among leadership related variables ranged from .28 to .56 (p< .05). With a
sample size of 35 subjects, the statistical power approximates .67 (Cohen & Cohen, 1983).
Convention suggests a minimum statistical power of .80. However, only correlations of .50
and over can meet this requirement. Therefore, interpretations of the results will be provided
for correlations that have level of significance of .10 or less.

Hierarchical linear regression analyses

When a hypothesis states an interaction between two variables in predicting a
criterion variable, a hierarchical linear regression will be conducted. In that test, the control
variables (composition of Congress, crisis, and time) are entered in the first step in order to
control for their potential influence on the independent and/or the dependent variables. In the
second step, the independent variables are entered in order to assess their respective effect on
the dependent variable. In the third step, the two-way interaction term is entered in order to
analyze the moderating effect. None of the hypotheses stated a three-way interaction because
the sample is not large enough to conduct such test. Therefore, the hierarchical regression
would require three steps only.
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At each step, the change in R? is investigated to determine whether there is a
significant change, and partial beta weights are examined to identify the independent
variables that have significant influence. When the interaction term is entered, there must be
a significant change in R? to conclude that there is a moderating effect.

If there is a moderating effect, the next step involves an assessment of the direction of
the effect. For example, need for power might interact with responsibility values in
predicting foreign policy effectiveness. However, it does not say whether the interaction has
a positive or a negative effect. Therefore, a scatter graph will be drawn in order to illustrate
the direction of the effect. In order to conduct that test, the first and third quartiles will be
utilized to classify presidents in two categories (low or high) using the variable that acts as

moderator.
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